STATE TRIAL (IRELAND). 



RETURN to an Address of the Honourable The House of Commons, 
dated 2t May 1 84.4 -^or, 



COPIES of all Affidavits and Pleadings filed in the Cause of The Queen 
w. Da.niel 0 Connell and Others, in the Queen's Bench, in Ireland^ 
from the 10th day of October to the 1 st day of December 1843; and also, 
from the 1st day of April 1844 to the time when this Return shall be com- 
plied Avith ; together with Copies of all Indorsements (if any) made^ 
thereon. 



{Mr. Wyse.) 



RETURN to an Order of the Honourable The Mouse of Commons, 
dated 4 June 18445— /or, 



COPY of the Judgment and the Commitment in the Case of The Queen 
against O’Connell and Others. 



(Mr. Thomas DuMombe.) 



Ordered, by The House of Commons, to he Trinted, 
19 June 1844 . 
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COPIES of all Ai' Fibavits and Pleadings filed in the Cause of The Qdeen 
ti. Daniel O’Connell and others, in the Queen’s Benoii, in Ireland, from 
the 10th day of October to the 1st day of December 1843 ; and also, from the 
1st Jay of April 1844 to the 7th day of June 1844 ; together with Copies of 
all Indorsements made thereon 



Affidavit of John 0'Co;weZ/and others, sworn 3d and filed 4th November 1843. 



Queen’s Bencu. 

John O’Connelt, of Derrynaiie Cottage, in the county of Dublin, esquire, 
Member of Parliament ; the Reverend Feicr Jfames Tyrrdl, of Lusk, in the couiily 
of Dublin, Roman Catholic incumbent of the parish of Lusk ; John Gray, of Sion 
Lodge, in the county of Dublin, esquire ; Tkomna Mathew Ray, of Burgh-quay, 
in the city of Dublin, esquire; James Currhi, of Cook-street, in the said city of 
Dublin, gentleman ; Charles M‘'Derimit, of the city of Dublin, gentleman ; and 
Michael Daly, of Golden Lion, in the county of Dublin, yeoman; severally and 
respectively, each for himself, and not one for the other, make oath and say, 
they were present in College-street police-office on Saturday, the 21st day of 
October last, when there was an application to the magistrates then and there 
presiding to take informations against one Frederick Bond Hughes for wilful and 
corrupt perjury, and say that each of these deponents was, and still is, ready and 
willing to swear and depose to the truth of certain informations prepared for these 
deponents respectively, relating to said charge of perjury, and which were then 
and there tendered to the said magistrates, and road aloud by John M'Namara 
Cantwell, on the part and as the attorney of Richard Barrett, esquire. 

John CCoimeil, M. P. City Kilkenny. 

P. J. Tyrrell. 

John Gray. 

T. M. Ray. 

James Currln. 

Charles AJDcrviott. 

Michael Daly. 

Sworn before Court of Queen’s Bench this 
3d day of November 1843. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

Received 4th November 1843. 



Afptdavit of Richard Barrett, sworn 8d and filed 4th November 1843. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Richard Barrett, of Drimna Ijodge, hi the county of Dublin, esquire, pro- 
prietor of the Pilot newspaper, maketli oath and saith, tliat on or about Saturday, 
the 14th day of October last, intimation was conveyed to him from the office of 
William Kemmis, esquire, Crown solicitor, that deponent should attend before 
the Honourable Mr. Justine Burton, at his house in Stephen's-green, in this 
city, on the following Monday, at the hour of three o’clock in the afternoon 
thereof, then and there, by himself and two sureties, to enter into recognizance to 
answer on the first day of this term, and at such other times as he should be there- 
unto required, such charges as Her Majesty’s Attorney-general might think proper 
to prefer against deponent, in reference to certain alleged seditious practices and 
proceedings imputed to this deponent, both by himself and in concert with others ; 
saith, that under the coercion of such intimation, and being informed that in case 
of non-compliance therewith he would be arrested under a warrant, deponent ac- 
cordingly attended at the house of the said Honourable Mr. Justice Burton, before 
Printed ii?i9^e digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit ^ 
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■whom deponent was oblig’ocl, by liimself and two solvent sureties provided for the 
purpose, to enter into and perfect a recognizance to a large amount, to the effect 
that he, this deponent, would attend in the Court of Queen’s Bcncli on the first 
day of this term, and on such other days and times as he should be thereunto 
required, to meet such alleged charges for conspiracy, sedition and other misde- 
meanors, as Her Majesty’s Attorney-general should think proper to prefer against 
deponent ; and saitb, that he was coerced and compelled to enter into such recog. 
nizance, and to give such bail as aforesaid, in consequence and by reason of 
certain informations sworn on the 13th day of October last past, before the said 
Mr. Justice Burton, in the city of Dublin aforesaid, by one Frederick Bond 
Hughes, therein de-scribed as of No. 3, Little George’s-street, Westminster and 
then residing at 'No. 2, Lower Abbey-street, in the city of Dublin, esquire* 
saith, that at the time of so entering* into said recognizance, and so givino- such 
bail as aforesaid, deponent had not seen or read, nor was lie acquainted with any 
of the particulars of the said informations so sworn by the said Frederick Bond 
Hughes, nor had deponent, when so entering into such recognizance and bail as 
aforesaid, the advantage of professional advice and assistance ; and deponent 
saith, that he first saw and read a copy of said inforinationa on Wednesday, the 
]8lh day of October last, and that he then, for the first time, became aware 
of the contents and particulars thereof, wliereupon deponent immediately applied 
to his solicitor to take measures on the subject, and institute proceedings ao-ainst 
the said Frederick Bond Hughes for having, in certain portions of said in^mia- 
tions, and materially affecting this deponent, committed the crime of wilful and 
corrupt perjury; and deponents said solicitor instituted and took in that respect 
the several [iroceeding.s mentioned and stated in the affidavit of John M'Naraara 
Cantwell, gentlemen, this clay sworn, and to wliich deponent takes leave to refer* 
and deponent saith, that the said Frederick Bond Hughes was, previously to the 
month of October last, acquainted with and perfectly well knew the person and 
appearance of this deponent; saith, that this deponent was, and still is, ready and 
willing to swear and depose to the truth of the information mentioned in the said 
affidavit of the said Cantwell to have been tendered by him to the said magistrates 
as an information to be deposed to by deponent,, and deponent was then and there 
present at the said police-office, and reacly to depose to the same ; and saith, that 
he has heard, and believes, that on Monday, the 16tl: of October last, the said 
Frederick Bond Hughes left tins country for the city of London, and that depo- 
nent is anxious that the said Frederick Bond Hughes should be made amenable 
to justice. 



„ RivJutrd Barrett. 

feworn betore me this 3d day of November 
1843, in and for the Court of Queen’s 
Bench, in tiie Court of Queen’s Bench. 

TV. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

J. M. Cantwell. 

Received 4th November 1843. 



ArriDAViT of Susan Eamtt, sworn 3d and filed 4tli November 1843. 

In the QuibEN’s Bench 4 . 

Susan Barrett, of Drimna Lodge, in the county of Dublin, wife of Richard 
Bairett, of same place, esquire, maketh oath and saith, that she has read and signed 
an informa^tion relating to a charge of perjury against one Frederick Bond Hughes^ 
to the truth of ^yllic!l information in all respects deponent was ready and prepared 
to depose on oath before the magistrates ot College-street police, on Saturday, 
the 21st day of October last; and saith, she is still ready and willing to 
swear and depose to same. 

c V r , . , ^ Susan Barrett. 

feworn before and m the Court of Queen’s 
Bench this 3d day of November 1843, in 
the Court of Queen’s Bench. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown, 

Received 4tb November 1843. 
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THE QUEEN v. DANIEL O'CONNELL 



Affidavit of Mary Murphy and others, sworn 3d and filed 4th November 1843. 



In tho Queen’s Bench. 

l^fary j^uvyhy^ of l^riiiuia Lodfi'e, in tlip rnntitx? nf ni,kn 

Ei'lig-eraW, of same place, steivard^to Richard Barfetf 

the Fox and Geese, in the countv of Dnl-iKn ’ esquire; John Cardiffc., of 
Golden Bridge, in the sai Voonn™^eoLn s' ^^n'i^rard 



Mary X Murphy. 
niai'Ic. 
his 

Palr'ick X Fitzgerald. 

mark. 

Sworn before and iii ihc Court of Queen’s 
Bench this 3d day of November 1843 in 
the Court ot Queen’s Bench, 



his 

John X Cardiffe. 
mark, 
ins 

Hugh X Smith. 
mark. 



W. Bourne, Cllt. Crown. 

Truly read and explained by me to the above- 
named lorn- deponents, who respeetivelv 
appeared to understand same. ’ 

C. W. //. Archer. 

Sworn in Court of Queen’s Dench. 

W. B. 

■J. M. Cantwell, Attorney. 

Received 4th November 1843. 



Affidavit of J. M. Canhadi, sworn 3d and filed 4th November 



1843. 



In the Queen s Bench, Crown Side 

tweuAevS’nerson ^lf“" said Richard Barrett, ac^mpanied bv 

2e,''Stc hFxt?’ at tt'^lLe- 

^ ^ mentioned: 
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mentioned ; sailh, that counsel on behalf of the said Richard Barrett then and 
there opened and stated to Prank Thorpe Porter and James Magee, esquires, the 
justices Vesiding in said police-ofhcc, the nature and object of such application; 
but before the evidence relating to same was gone into or proceeded with, one of 
said justices inquired in what place or part of the city of Dublin ihe said 
informations of the said Frederick Bond FTughes had been sworn; and being 
answered, as the fact warranted, that same had been sworn before the 
Honourable Mr. Justice Burton, at his house in Stephen’s-green, in this 
city, the said justices declined to interfere, or act in, or hear the case, 
on the ground that said alleged perjury had been committed in a locality 
not within the divisional district of their jurisdiction, assigning as a reason 
for their determination in that respect, that it was the practice of that office or 
court not to interfere in their magisterial capacity, except in a few excepted 
instances, in any matters of business arising in the other divisional districts of 
this metropolis ; and said justices expressed their opinion tiiat the magistrates 
presiding in the police-office, situate in College-street, were the justices to whom, 
and the tribunal to which, said application should be properly made; where- 
upon ii was submitted to them, that the reason why said application was not in 
the first instance made to the said last-mentioned justices was, that the place at 
which the said informations of the said Frederick Bond Hughes were sworn as, 
aforesaid, and the street given and named in the said informations as being the 
residence of the said Frederick Bond Hughes, were situate in different police 
districts; and therefore that with the view of removing any question of cavil or 
doubt as to the proper divisional jurisdiction under such circumstances, as it was 
deemed proper to apply in ihe first instance to the magistrates presiding in 
Exchanffe-court as aforesaid, that police-office being esteemed to have, or at 
least to exercise, a more comprehensive and general jurisdiction than what 
belonged to, or was exercised in, and within the other police divisional districts ; 
saith that, in deference to the views of the said first-mentioned justices, the said 
Richard Barrett, and the several other persons hereinbefore mentioned, as accom- 
panying him, immediately proceeded from the said office in Exchange-court as 
aforesaid, to the police-office situate in College-street, when and where Samuel 
W.Tynda) and Henry O’Callaghan, esquires, were the presiding justices, and to 
whom counsel on the part of the said Richard Barrett stated the nature of said 
application, as also the circumstances as hereinbefore detailed, connected with 
the application that had been already made on that day to the magistrates of tho 
police at Exchange-court as aforesaid ; and saith, that the said Samuel W. 
Tyndal and Henry O’Callaghan both assented to, and expressed their concurrence 
in, the view that locally considered the office in which lliey so presided was the 
proper tribunal to which to apply ; saith, that said counsel stated to said magistrates 
that the said alleged perjury so imputed to the said Frederick Bond Hughes had 
been committed by him, in informations sworn by him, and in which were partly 
or entirely founded the prosecutions then pending by the Government against 
the said Richard Barrett, and several other persons connected with the Repeal 
Association; saith, that said counsel, in the course of making such statement to 
the said justices, held in his hand a newspaper, in which had been published a 
copy of the information so sworn by the said Frederick Bond Hughes; and from 
which newspaper the said counsel for convenience sake read the portions of 
said informations relating to the said Richard Barrett, and which he arraigned 
as being false and untrue, so far as they related to the said Richard Barrett ; saith, 
that whilst the said portions of the said information were in course of being so 
read, one of the said magistrates expressed a desire to know whether there was 
any other evidence than the said newspaper of the said Frederick Bond Hughes 
having so sworn said information ; whereupon the said justice was informed, 
according to the truth and fact, that Mr. Barrett’s solicitor (meaning this depor 
nent) had come prepared with an attested and compared copy of said information; 
and that he; deponent, had also satisfied himself, by personal inspection, of the 
original information that the said attested copy, udiich deponent then produced, 
was strictly accurate in those portions thereof on which it was intended to 
•assign the said alleged perjury ; saith, that the said justices being satisfied there- 
with, counsel proceeded in his said statement, and then and there proposed that 
thesaid justices should read, or hear read, thirteen several informations which 
had been prepared on the Subject in sustainment of said charge, and to the truth 
of which the proper parties were then and there present ready to be sworn ; saith, 
■ that 
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that said justices stated they were, unwilliiig- to enter into or upon Ihe case without 
the preliminary proceeding of a summons being issued and served on the said 
Frederick Boiid Hughes ; in answer to which, the said counsel stated, that as the 
said Richard Barrett was only desirous to eliectuate the ends of justice, the 
intimation of the bench in that respect would be complied with, and that a Sum- 
mons, with the permission of tlie said justices, would be forthwith taken out; 
and, accordingly, one of the said justices signed, and gave to this deponent a 
summons dated the said 20th of October, and thereby requirino- the said 
Frederick Bond Hughes to appeal at and in the said office on the next day 
being Saturday, the 2fst day of October 1843, at the hour of two o'clock in the 
afternoon thereof, to answer the complaint of the said Richard Barrett founded 
on the said charge of alleged perjury, and to which summons this deponent takes 
leave to reler ; saith, that in consequence of a suggestion made to that effect by said 
Barrett’s counsel, the said justices directed that, in addition to leaving a copy of 
said summons at the residence of the said Frederick Bond Hughes, as stated in his 
said information, a further copy thereof aho nld be also sent to the Crown .solicitor • 
and saith, tliat accordingly copies of said summons were left and served at the 
said described residence of the said Frederick Bond Hughes, namely at the 
house No. 2, Lower Abbey-street, in this city, and at the residence of William 
Kemmis, esquire, the Crown solicitor, in Kildare-street ; saith, that in pursuance of 
the said summons, the said Richard Barrett, togotlier with the several other persons 
hereinhefore mentioned as having accompanied him on the former occasion 
attended at the said police-office at the hour of two o’clock in the afternoon of said 
Saturday, tlio 21st day of October last; saith, that in some time after the 
arrival of said parties, the said Samuel W. Tyndal, Henry O’Callagliau and 
Robert Hitclicock, esquires, being the three justice,s of said police-office, came out 
of an inner or private apartment and took their re.spective seats upon the bench, 
and the said summons having been called on in the usual course, counsel on the 
part of the said Richard Barrett was about to open and proceed with the facts of 
the said case, when the said William Kemmis came forward, and, addressing 

himself to the bench, spoke to the effect following; that is to say that Mr. 

Hughes (meaning the said Frederick Bond Hughes) was then out of the tinerdom 
and that it was his, the said William Kemmis’, individual opinion thattlic pro- 
ceedings then in progress against him wore most extraordinary, inasmuch as the 
said Hughes had, as lie stated, remained in Ireland for some day.s after lie had 
sworn his said informations; and that if the said Barrett had thought proper, he 
might during that time, and when the said Hughes could liave corrected any little 
mistake into which he niiglit have fallen in his said information, have taken the 
exception that was then about to be put forward to the truth of said informa- 
tion ; saith, that in consequence of these observations, deponent stated and 
showed to the said justices, that, under the circumstances, so far from said pro- 
ceedings having been delayed, same were brought forward with more than 
ordinary expedition and despatch; saith, that thereupon the said Robert Hitch, 
cock, wlio appeared to act as the chairman of said court, staled, that if there were 
no other objection to receive the informations than the one suggested by Mr, 
Kemmis, it would be his opinion that there was no delay in bringing forward the 
case ; and saith, that the said counsel then proceeded to state and detail at length 
the facts and^ circumstances on which said complaint was founded, and read’for 
me said justices the portions of the said information wliich the said Richard 
Barrett charged to he false and untrue, so fai- a.s they related to him ; and the said 
counsel, after having made observations to show the materiality of the matter 
alleged to bo false, and after having stated several legal propositions on the sub- 
ject of the law and crime of perjury, and lu which the said Robert Hitchcock 
expressed the assent of himself and the other justices then assembled as aforesaid, 
he, the said counsel, stated, that although the. said Richard Barrett was tiien pre- 
pared to show that the oath so taken by the said Hughes was not only false, but 
and corruptly so, yet that he, the said counsel, would suggest, upon 
authorities then cited by him, that the principal question for tlieir coiisit?eration as 
justices of the peace, and at that stage of the proceedings, was, whether there was 
submitted to them satisfactory evidence of the falsity of the said oath, and that it 
would then be in the said Hughes to explain and show, if be could, that same was 
not wilfully false ; saith, that the said Robert Hitchcock expressed his concurrence 
39.5. X 3 in 
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in sucli proposition, and that the consideration of whether tlio alleged falsehood 
was wilful or otherwise was altogether a question for the jury and not for the 
magistrates ; saitb, that said counsel was then proceeding* to that portion of the 
case tending to establish the falsity of the already-mentioned portions of the said 
information, when the said Robert Hitchcock addressed himself to the said counsel 
observing that he did not wisli to interrupt him if it could be possibly avoided, 
but that it would have the effect of saving trouble and time to mention what was 
passing in the minds of himself and the other tw'o justices then presiding; and the 
said Robert Hitchcock proceeded to state, that he did not quarrel with any of the 
legal propositions advanced by the said counsel, but, on the contrai*y, that he 
admitted them to be perfectly consonant with the law applicable to such a ease; 
that, notwithstanding such being the opinion of himself and his said brethren 
justices, yet that looking to the fact that a prosecution of great public importance, 
and that had occasioned much excitement in the public mind, wasdepeiiding, and on 
the trial of which the truth or falsehood of the said Hughes’ information would be 
necessarily agreat consideration, lie and his said brethren felt that to then take infor- 
mations at the instance of one of the parties implicated in said prosecution on the 
grounds of alleged perjury in the information by which that party liad been so in- 
volved, would not, in his or their opinion, be a wise or judicious course, and that, 
with these impressions on their minds, he and the said justices had determined 
on not taking said informations, and stated, that in arriving* at that conclusion they, 
the said justices, were not to be understood as expressing any opinion or view at all 
affecting or influenced by the facts or merits of the case, and that if the said 
justices were wrong* incoming to such decision, they could be corrected by au 
application to the Court of Queen’s Bench ; saith, that a great deal of discussion 
ensued on the subject of said decision, the s*aid counsel asserting and arguing that 
the principle on which it was admittedly and avowedly founded was both illegal 
and unconstitutional; saith, that in the course of such decision the said Robert 



Hitchcock expressly and explicitly stated that he and the said justices had made 
up their minds, at a conference held by them before they came upon the bench, 
to act in the way he had already announced ; saith, tliat the avowal by the said 
Robert Hitchcock was not contravened, but on the contrary concurred in by the 
said Samuel W. Tyndal and Henry O'Callaghan, who, with the said Ro]3ert 
Hitchcock, persisted in refusing, on the ground aforesaid, to receive the said 
informations, or to hear the case, or determine the propriety of receiving said infor- 
mations; whereupon deponent tendered to the said justices the said”beforemeii- 
tioned thirteen several informations, which he read aloud before them, stating, as 
the fact and truth was, that the several persons by ■whom they were to be sworn 
were then and there present, and ready and willing* to swear and depose to the 
Truth of same ; but said justices again declared they would not receive them, for the 
reasons aforesaid, and that they would not swear the said several informations, or 
any or either of them, to the truth of said informations ; saith, that this deponent 
has read the several affidavits of Richard Barrett, Susan Barrett, John 
O Connell, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Mathew Thomas Ray, 
James Currm Charles M‘Donnell, Michael Daly, Mary Murphy, James Patrick 
ritzgerald, John Cardilie, and Hugh Smith, this day respectively sworn and filed 
in this court; and saith, that the several informations in said affidavit respectively 
mentioned are the same informations which this deponent so read and tendered to 
tlm said justices aforesaid ; and saith, that the informations mentioned in the joint 
affidavit of the said Mary Murphy, Patrick Fitzgerald, John Cardiffe and Hugh 
Smith were respectively truly read and explained by this deponent to each of them, 
the said Mary Murphy, Patrick Fitzgerald, John Cardiffe and Hugh Smith, and 
that deponent has produced the said several informations to the officer of this court, 
at the time of sweanng this affidavit, marked respectively with the letters A, B, C,D, 
deponent positively saith, that the aforesaid 
wntten informations, alter the same had been so read, were again tendered to the 
said last-mentioned justices, and they were required to receive the same, but the 
said Robert Hitchcock expressly and in terms declined to receive the informations 
so tendered, and said lie did so quite irrespective of the merits, and without offer-, 
mg any thereon, and he stated that he wished that to be perfectly under- 

stood ; saith, that the said justices, in coming to this conclusion, did not exercise 
any discretion upon or in any manner determine the truth of the charge preferred 
by the said Richard Barrett, noi* did they inquire into the materiality of the swear- 



ing: 
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ing alleged to bo false, or whetliei- if- wna 
0. e.a..„e ,vhe.ho. .E. 

Swoi-n before me, and in the Court of Queen’s 
Jicneh, this 3cl day of Kovember 1843. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

J. M. Cantwell, Attorney. 

Received 4th November 1843. 



Affioavit of P. M'Ew,! Garthm, swor.i lOtl, November 1843 and filed 
same day. ’ 

Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen agaimi Charle,s Gavan Duffy and others. 

gcmfel„f(Sorne7fonlm°Lhra^^^^ “‘y, 

that he, this deponent, was handed bv Mr PeirJe s“dlb 

certain paper pm-portinn to he a eoov of d, °ue of the altornies; a 

Charles Gavan Duffy Snd others and wllieh Hie said 

Emmie, esquire, the 'clerk of the (h'ow; 1 by Walter 

paper thi.s deponent has heard and hrdieves ° Y and which 

to the said Peirce Mahony, as and lor a full and''ne'f’'^f'^ Walter Bourne 

as this deponent authorised the said Peirce Mahoill I oht“^f “T 
Bourne for the said Charles GaTn Dorfe ^r obtain from the said Walter 
the order of this lionouruble court ■ and fhi' pursuant to 
the said copy so fitriiishel by tlie said Relieves that 

perfect copy of said indicfmeh al found 1 4 ““™" “J 

i.tc'.ssx:™?;," 

ch™lid‘lndttalntard‘ft^ 

op.be said 

I r. Peter M‘‘ E Gartlmi 

Eworn before and in open court this 10th day 
of November 1843, in the Queen’s Bench; 

TV. Poiirne, CJk. Crown. 

Peter Gai'tlan, Attorney. 

Heceived 10th November 1S43. 



AEFtOAViT of ff Ford, andP. M>Evoy Gurllan, sworn 

10th November 1843, and filed same day. 

Queen’s Bench, Crown Side 

be 
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be entertained unless the regular two days’ notice tliereof should be given to the 
Attorney-o-eueral ■ say, that iiotwithstandiug the utmost diligence and exertion, it 
was impos”ible, from the late hour at whifdi said application was disposed of, to 
have the notice of said application, together with the several other notices which 
have been served on the part of the said traversers for the purpose of setting aside 
the rule to plead, entered herein, prepared and served before the liour of six 
o’clock in tile afternoon of yesterday, and that same were not in readiness to be 
served until near the hour of eiglit o’clock, and .said notices wore in the said 
afternoon accordingly served on William Kemmis, esquire, the Crown solicitor, at 
or about the hour of ten inmates before said hour of eight o’clock ; and say, it was 
utterly and wholly impossible to have said notices served at an earlier hour. 

JViUiam Foi-'d. 

J. M. Cantwell. 

Peter J^PE. Gartlan. 

Sworn before me, and at the Queen’s Bench, 
this lOtliday of November 1848. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

William Ford, Attorney. 

Received lOtli November 1848. 



Affidavit of J. M. Cantwell, sworn lOtli November 1843, luicl filed same day. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Tierney, Tliomas 
Mathew Ray, John Gray, Peter James Tyrrell, Charles Gavan Duffy, 
Richard Barrett and Thomas Steele. 



John M'Namara Cankoell, of Bolton-street, in the city of Dublin, attorney for 
the traverser, Peter James Tyrrell, maketh oath and saitli, that the paper delivered 
to said traverser as the copy of the indictment found in the prosecuUoii, has not 
the caption of said indictment. 

J. M. Cantwell. 



Sworn before the Court of Queen’s Bench 
this loth day of November 1843. 

W alter Bourne, Clk. Crown. 



John M. Cantwell, Attorney. 



Received iOth November 1843. 



Affidavit of P. Mahony, sworn 9tli and filed lOtli November 1843. 



Crown Side of the Court of Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen agawst Daniel O’Connell and others. 

Peirce Mahmy, of William-street, iu the city of Dublin, gentleman, attorney 
for John O’Conneil, esquire, one of the traversers, maketh oath and saith, that the 
• paper writing marked with the letter A, and purporting to be a copy of the in- 

dictment in this prosecution, and signed by Walter Bourne as clerk of the Crowu, 
was delivered to this deponent for said traverser, by the said Walter Bourne, on 
Wednesday, the 8th instant. 

Peirce Mahony: 

Taken and sworn before me, at my house in 
Harcourt-street, in the city of Dublin, this 
9th November 1843. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown, 

Peirce Mahony, Attorney. 

Received 10th November 1843. 

Afpid'Avit 
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Affidavit of T. Rally, F. M‘E»oy Garllm and PF. Fm-d, sworn and filed 
lltli November 1843. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen agaimt Daniel O’Connell and several others. 

Thoma., Reilly and Feter M'Evey Garllm,, both of Dominick-strect, and 
Wilham Ford, ot Arran-quay. m the city of Dublin, gentleman, make oath and 
say^, and the said fhoroas Reilly for himself saith, that he went to the Crown 
Office for the purpose ot procuring a comparison of the indictment in this cause 
with one of the copies furnished to the traversers ; and saith, that John M’Namara 
Cantwell compared a portion of said indictment, and this deponent coinnared the 
remainder of said mdictinent (.so far as the copy thereof was furnishedl with 
Walter Bourne, junior, esquire, who held in his hand and read the .said indict- 
ment; but deponent saitli, he did not see any part of the indorsement or writinir 
on the back ol said nidicnricnt, nor did the said Walter Bourne, junior, read ani 
part ‘■'CTeof lo or for this deponent ; and deponent sailh, that after said comnarison 
the said Walter Bourne, junior, handed over said indictment to Walter 13ourne 
semor, and thereon deponent asked the said Waller Bourne, senior, if lie would 
allow deponent to look at the back of said indictment, which the said Walter 
Bourne, senior, refused to do; and the said William Ford and Peter M‘Evoy 
Gartlan for theinse ves say. that they also asked the said Walter Bourne to show 
hem the back of the said indictment and to allow them to make the copy so held 
by the said Thomas Reilly conformable with the said indictment as found, by in. 
setting the entries tlicreiqjon, and (lie names of the several witnesses indorsed on 
same, or words to that efteot ; and that the said Walter Bourne refused to allow 
them to see the back of the said indictment, or to insert the names of thewifneLs 

Indre of'd ‘ deponents say. they are advised, and believe, that the 

entire ot the indorsements on said indictment are necessary for tlie defence of tbe 

^ rnTT'd’ * 'r ™ *is affidavit will be used is 

not made tor the purposes of delay. 

Swurn Itefore iiie ill the Queen’s Bench this pX'^M^KGavtlan. 

nth day of November 1843. wilUam Ford. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

Thomas Reilly, Attorney. 

Received lltli November J843. 



Afiidavit ot J. M. Cantwell, sworn and filed llth November 1843, 
Queen s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen agmmt Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thoma.s Mathew Ray, 

Bolton-street. in the oily of Dublin, attorney for 
pane “d ‘I>ai the 

L^antion ofi traverser as a copy of the indictment herein has not 

copy trereof i ul' / believes, that a 

thfsVnnlZi- ” traverser’s defence, and that 

application is not made for the purpose of delay. 

Sworn before the Court of Queen’s Bench 
this 11th day of November 1843. 

W. Bmrne, Clk. Crown. 

J. M. Cantwell, Attorney. 

•Received 11th November 1843. 
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Affidavit of T. Aiee/e, sworn and filed 11th November 1843. 



Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen flo-ami-i Daniel O’Connell, JohnO’Connell, John Gray, Thomas Steele, 
Richard 'iarrett, the “Reverend Thomas Tierney, Charles Gavan Duffy, 
Thomas Mathew Ray and Reverend Peter James Tyrrell. 

TJiomas Btede, one of the traversers in this cause, maketh oath and saith, that 
although in certain parts of the first count of the indictment in this cause certain 
particular matters of charge are specified, yet as to the rest of the said first count, 
and as to all the subsequent counts, deponent does not know upon what particu- 
lars of charge the prosecutor intends to rely ; and saith, that he, this depopent, 
believes that it is necessary for his defence that he .shall he made acquainted 
with the particulars of charge on which the prosecutors intend to rely, upon 
those parts of the first count in which the particulars are not specified, and upon 
all the other counts of said indictment ; and saith, that this application is not 
made for the purpose of delay. 

Thomas Stock. 

Sworn before me in the Court of Queen’s 
Bench the 11th day of November 1843. 

W. Bou7'ne, ]mi., D. Clerk Crown. 

Rcceived 11th November 1843. 



Affidavit of Rev. Thomas Tierney, sworn and filed lltli November 1843. 



Queen’s Bench. 

TheQueena^mwJfDanielO’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas Steele, 
Richard Barrett, the Reverend Thomas Tierney, Charles Gavan Duffy, 
Thomas Mathew Ray and Reverend Peter James Tyrrell. 

The Reverend Thomas Tierney, one of the traversers in this cause, maketh oath 
and saith, that although in certain parts of the first count of the indictment in this 
cause certain particular matters of charge are specified, yet as to the rest of the 
said first count, and as to all the subsequent counts, deponent does not know upon 
what particulars of charge the prosecutor intends to rely ; and saith, that he, this 
deponent, believes, and that he is advised by counsel engaged for him, that it is 
necessary for his defence that he shall be made acquainted with the particulars of 
charge on which the pro.secutor intends to rely, upon those parts of the first 
count in which the particulars are not specified, and upon all the other counts of 
said indictment j and saith, that this application is not made for the purpose of 
delay. 

Thomas Tierney. 

Sworn before and in the Court of Queen’s 
Bench the 11th day of November .184i3. 

W. Bourne, Clerk Crown. 

Thomas Reilly, Attorney for Traverser. 

Received 11th November 1843. 



Affidavit of John O'Conmll, sworn and filed 11th November 1B43. 



Queen’s BENdn, Crown Side. 

The Queen ayuimt Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, 

Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Charles Gavan Duityj 
Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell. 

John O'Connell, one of the traversers in this cause, maketh oath and saith, thf^ 
although in certain parts of the first count of the indictment in this 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 




THE QUEEN ii. DANIEL O’CONNELL AND OTHERS. n 

particular matters of cbarge are speciHeJ, yet as.to tire rest of the said first count 
and as to a 1 the subsequent counts, deponent docs not know upon what particular 
of charge the prosecutor mteride to rely ; and saith, that he himself beLves and 
that tins deponent rs advrsed by counsel engaged for him, that it is necessa;y for 
hrs defence that he shall be made acquarnted with the particulars of charge on 
wh.ch he prosecutors intend to rely, upon those parts of the first count on which 
the part,culm-s are not specified, and upon all the other counts of said indictmrt 
and deponent sa.th, that this application is not made for the purpose of delay 

Sworn before me this 1 1 tli day of November *^'*^*” ^ Cmndl. 

1843, in Crown Office. 

W. BournCi Clk. Crown. 

Received lltli November 1843. 



Affidavit of Bankl O’Connell, sworn and filed lltli November 1843. 

Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, m.p 
Dttniel O' Cmndl, esquire, m.p., maketli oath and sa'iti. i. ■ 

certain parts of the first count of the indictmpnf in tK.'o ’ at although in 
matters of charge are specified, yet as to the rest of the particular 

all the subsequent coun'ts, deponLt does not knTw SaSS' 
the prosecutor intends to rely and saith, that he hiSRMiCtTte 
advised by counsel employed by him, that it is necessary for ^^£0 that 
he shall be made acquainted with the particulars of charge upon S the 
prosecutors intend to rely upon those parts of the first fount^™ Th ch he 
particulars are not specified, and upon all tlie other counts nf • j- . “ 

and that this application is not made for delay indictment, 

Taken and sworn before me this llth day Daniel O Connell. 

of November 1843. 

fV alter Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

William Ford, Attorney. 

Received llth November 1843. 



Affidavit of T. M. Ray, sworn 1 1th and filed 13th November 1843. 
Queen’s Bench, Grown Side. 

Tbe Queen Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas Steele 

Richard Barrett, Reverend Ihomas Tierney, Charles Gavan Dufiy, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell. ny 

‘l>e city of Dublin, esquire, one of the traversers 

thf indirt? r? in certain parts of tlie first count of 

the indictment herein certain particular matters of the charge are soecified vet 

“ot knoT f conntsrderonent dS 

prosecutor intends to rely; and 
foJ believes, and that he is atlvised by his counsel en^ged 

shall iT’ necessary for his defence, and for the ends of justice, thlt he 

intenrts acquainted with the particulars of those charges which the prosecutor 
rot ? ‘be particulars are 

this anni??’ '‘i ‘f** “^ietment ; and saith, that 

this application is not made for the purpose of delay. 

Sworn before the Court this llth day of 
November 1843. 

fV, Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

J. M. Cantwell, Attorney. 

Received 13th November 1843. 
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Affidavit of P- ./■ Tyrrell^ sworn and filed IStli November 1843. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas 
Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Charles Gavan Duffv, 
Thomas Mathew Hay, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell. 

The Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, of Lusk, in the county of Dublin, clerk, 
one of the traversers, maketh oath and saith, that although in certain parts of the 
first count of the indictment herein certain particular matters of charge are 
specified, yet in the rest of the said first count, and ns to all the subsequent counts, 
deponent docs not know upon what particulars of charge the prosecutor intends to 
rely ; and saith, that this deponent believes, and that he is advised by counsel 
engaged for him, that it is necessary for his defence, and for the ends of 
justice, that he shall be made acquainted with the particulars of those charges 
which. the prosecutor intends to rely upon, in those, parts of the first count in 
which the particulars are not specified, and upon all the other counts of said indict- 
ment; and saith, that this application is not made for the purpose of delay. 

P. J. Tyrrell. 

Sworn before the Court this 13th day of 
November 1843. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

J. M. Cantwell, Attorney. , 

Received 1 3 th November 1843, 



Affidavit of R. Barrett, sworn and filed 13th November 18d3. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas Steele, 
Richard Barrett, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Charles Gavan Duffy, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Reverend Peter Jame-s Tyrrell, 

Richard Barrett, of Drirana Lodge, in the county of Dublin, esquire, one of 
the traver.sers, maketh oath and saith, that although in certain parts of the first 
count of the indictment herein certain particular matters of charge are specified, 
yet in the rest of the first count, and as to all the subsequent counts, deponent 
does not know upon what particulars of charge the prosecutor intends to rely ; 
and saith, that this deponent believes, and that he is advised by counsel engaged 
for him, that it is necessary for his defence, and for the eiid.s of justice, that he 
shall be made acquainted with the particulars of those charges which the 
prosecutor intends to rely upon, in those parts of the first count in which the par- 
ticulars are not specified, and upon all the other counts of said indictment ; and 
saith, that this application is not made for the purpose of delay. ' 

Richard Barrett. 

Sworn before the Court of Queen’s Bench 
this 13th day of November 1843. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown, 

J. M. Cantwell, Attorney, 

Received 13th November 1843. 



Affidavit of J. Gray, sworn and filed 13th November 1843. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen Qg'fliKi? Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray,Thornas Steele, 
Richard Barrett, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Charles Gavan Duffy, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell. 

John Gray, of Sion Lodge, -in the county of Dublin, esquire, one of the 
traversers, maketh oath and saith, that although in certain parts of the first 
' ' - ' • count 
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eoimfc of the indictment herein certain particular matters of charge are specified 
yet in the rest of the said fir-st count, and as to all the subsequent counts, deponent 
does not know upon what parUcu ars of charge the prosecutor intends to relv • 
and saith that this deponent believe.s, and that he is advised by his counsel 
engapd for inn, that it is necessary for his defence, and for the end.s of iustice 
that he shall be made acquainted with the particulars of those cliaro-e.s which the 
pro.seciitor intends to rely upon, m those parts of the first count "in which the 
particulars are not specified, and upon all the other counts of said indictment ■ and 
saith, that this application is not made for the porpose of delay. ' 



Sworn before the Court of Queen’s Bench 
this 13th day of November 1843. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown, 
John M. Cantwell, Attorney. 

Received 13th November 1843, 



Johi Gray. 



Akfidavit of P. Makamj, W. Pont, J. M. Cmamll and others, swoni and filed 
15th November 1843. 



Queen’s Bench, Ci’owii Side. 

The Queen Daniel O’Comiell, John O’Comieli, Thomas Steele, Thomas 

Mathew Ray, John Gray, Richard Barrett, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell 
Reverend Thomas Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy. 

Pdrcc MaJmiy, of William-street, William Ford, of Arran-quay, Thomas Rcilln 
mid Peter FPEvoy Gartland, both of Dominick-street, and John JSPNamara 
Cantwell, oi Bolton-street, all in the city ot Dublin, gentlemen, law agents for the 
several and respective traversers in this prosecution, each for himself, and notone 
tor the other, make oath and say, that on Wednesday the 8tli day of November 
instant, the alleged bill of indictment herein was brought into this court by the 
toreman of the present term grand jury, and it was announced that same had been 
found as a true bill ; say, that after said bill had been handed to the clerk of the 
Crown the Attorney-general required that the traversers should be charged with 
said alleged indictment, which led to a discussion, in the course of which 
counsel on the part of the traversers insisted, that if that course were then pur- 
sued, It would be the right of the traversers to have the indictment read aloud in 
open, court, so that they might understand and be made acquainted with the con- 
tents and nature of said alleged bill of indictment; and deponents say, that at 
that time the said traversers had not been furnished with any copy of said indict- 
ment, nor were they nor any of them, as deponents believe, nor were those depo- 
nents then aware of the contents of said indictment; say, that after a good deal 
of observation on this topic, it was suggested by the court that, if the reading of 
said mleged indictment were not insisted on, the rule to plead should not have 
any effect or be deemed to have any operation until the following day, when it was 
agreed by counsel for the Crown, at the suggestion of the court as aforesaid, that 
he rule to plead- should be entered on the following day, and thereupon Mr. 
Walter Bourne, afew word.? ofthe commencement of said alleged 

ill of indictment, and the said Attorney-general stated that the traversers would 
be furnished each with a copy of said indictment, and said copies were accord- 
ingly furnished after the court had risen on said day ; and say, that the said rule 
• 0 plead was entered on Thursday, the 9th day of November instant, as appears 
Peirce Mahony, William Ford, Peter M'Evoy Gartland 
and John M'Namara Cantwell say, that having been advised, and feeling that in 
a case ofthe magnitude and importance of the prosecution in this case it was their 
duty to take every precaution that could tend to prevent the traversers being taken 
by surprise, owing to any real or other ambiguity which might be said to exist 
Rie time allowed to the said traversers for pleading in this prosecution, 
and having consulted with the counsel for the traversers, these deponents were 
directed that the clerk of the Crown should be applied to on the subject, aud that 
the exact time within which the traversers were bound to plead to said indictment, 
^^■5* B 3 according- 
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according to tlie law and practice of the court, should be ascertained from that 
officer in a distinct and satisfactory manner ; and the said Peirce Mahony for 
himself saith, that for the purpose aforesaid he, this deponent, on Friday, the 
10th day of November instant, went to the office of the clerk of the Crown, when 
he saw Mr. Walter Bourne, junior, who, in answer to deponent’s inquiry, intimated 
that he thought the then coming Monday was the ultimate day for pleading, but 
that his father, the said clerk of the Crown, was the proper authority to refer to for 
information which could be relied on upon that point ; saith, accordingly depo- 
nent proceeded from said office into said court, when he found the said Walter 
Bourne, senior, sitting in his place, and having made the inquiry as aforesaid, 
the said Walter Bourne, senior, thereupon informed deponent that the traversers 
had the entire of the following Tuesday to plead to said alleged indictment ; and 
deponent saith, that to remove all ground for cavil on the matter, he asked him if 
he had any doubt as to such being the practice ot the court, when he, the said 
Walter Bourne, replied that he had not ; saith, that subsequently it was deemed 
proper and expedient to have the declaration of Mr, Bourne in a form which 
would prevent misconception, and, therefore, this deponent joined with the said 
William Ford, Peter M'Evoy Gartland and John M'Namara Cantwell in 
writing, on Saturday last, a letter to the said Walter Bourne aforesaid, and in 
answer to which Walter Bourne caused to be returned a communication in writing, 
of which the following is a copy — “ The Queen against Daniel O’Connell and 
others. Court Queen’s Bench, 1 Itli November. In reply to Mr. Mabony’s letter 
of this date, relative to the effect of the rule of the 9lh instant, the parties have 
the entire of Tuesday next to comply with it ; so says the clerk of the Crown, 
W. B., jun. — To the several Solicitors concerned and this deponent, the said 
Peter M'Evoy Gartlan, saith, that he received such referred to communication from 
Walter Bourne, junior, who gave it to deponent in the presence of liis father, the 
said Walter Bourne ^ and deponents say, that such communication was submitted 
to counsel concerned for tiie traversers, and it was accordingly directed that the 
pleas prepared to be filed for the said traversers should be filed on Tuesday, being 
the last day for pleading, as slated by the said Walter Bourne, senior ; and these 
deponents respectively say, that if there had been any reason to suppose that there 
was any objection founded on the law or practice of the court to the said traversers 
filing on said Tuesday the pleas put in in this prosecution, said pleas w’ould have 
been filed on either Friday or Saturday last ; and further say, that it was relying 
on the information so given by the said Walter Bourne with respect to said prac- 
tice that prevented the said pleas being earlier put in ; and .say, that such infor- 
mation was in accordance with what they have understood the law and practice of 
the court to be in such cases. 

IVilUam Ford. 

J. M. Canttoeil. 

Jlios. lieilly. 

Sworn before the Court this 15th day Feirce Mahony. 

of November 1843. Peter Gartlan. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

Peirce Mahony, Attorney. 

Received 15th Novemher 1843. 



Affidavit of H. Williams, sworn and filed ISth November 1843. 



The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, the Reverend Thomas 
Tierney, John Gray, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Charles Gavan Duffy, 
Thomas Mathew Ray, the Reverend Peter James Tyrrell. 



The defendants to join in demurrer in four days, or judgment for the Crown. 

By the Court, 

Walter Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

William Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 



Now, Henry Williams, of No. 33, Bride-street, in the city of Dublin, yeoman, 
aged 30 years and upwards, maketh oath and saith, that on the 16th day of 

November 
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November instant,^ this deponent served William Ford, attorney for the above- 
named Daniel O’Connell, as deponent believes, with the original rule or order 
<|'^'»’ering onto and leaving with the apprentice of the 
said William Ford, aged 16 years and upwards, at his, the said William Ford’s 
office, situate at No. 2ti, Arran-quay, in the city of Dublin, a true copy thereof- 
saith, that on the same day this deponent also served Peirce Mahony attorney 
for the above-named defendant, John O’Connell, as deponent believel with the 
original rule or order above truly copied, by delivering unto and leaving with the 
clerk of he said Peirce Mahony, aged 16 years and upwards, at his. the said 
Peirce Mahony s, office, situate at No. 23, William-street, in the said city a true 
copy thereof ; saith, that on same day deponent served Thomas Reilly; attor- 
ney for the above-named defendant, the Reverend Thomas Tierney, a.s deponent 
believes, with the original rule or order above copied, by delivering unto and 
leaving with the son ot him, the said Thomas Reilly, aged 10 years and upwards 
at his, the said .Ihomas Reilly’s, residence, situate at No. 46, Lower Dominick 
street, in the said city a true copy thereof; saith, that on same day this 
deponent served John M’Namara Cantwell, attorney for the above-named de 
fendants, John Gray, Richard Barrett, Thomas Mathew Rav and the Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, as deponent believes, with the originaf rule or order above 
copied, by delivering unto and leaving with the apprentice of him, the said John 
M Nainai-a Caiitwe I, aged 16 years and upwards, at his, the said John 
M'Namara Cantwells, office, situate in No. 18, Bolton-street, in the said city 
four true copies thereof ; saith, that on same day this deponent served Petra 
M'Lvoy Gartlaii, attorney for the above-named defendant, Charles Gavaii Duffy 
as deponent believes, with the original rule or order above copied, by delivering 
unto and leaving with him, the .said Peter M’Evoy Gartlan, in person, at his office 
sduate at No. 51, Lower Domimck-street, in said city, a true copy thereof ; saith’ 
that on the same day this deponent also served William Henry iVlagrath, attorney 
for the above-named Thomas Steele, as deponent believes, with the original rule 
delivering unto and leaving with the clerk of him, the 
said Vv illiam Henry Magratb, aged 16 years and upwards, at his, the said William 
Henry MagratVs, residence, situate at No. 20, Summer-hill, in the said city of 
Dublin, a true copy of said original rule or order; and deponent saith, that at the 
time cl the said several services as aforesaid, deponent showed unto the several 
parties so served as aforesaid the original of said order ; and deponent also saith, 
that in every case hereinbefore named, where personal service has not been 
effected, this deponent desired the parties to whom deponent delivered the said 
copies to give the said copies to the several and respective attornies for the said 
several defendants. 



Sworn this 18th day of November 1843, in 
Court of Queen’s Bench. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 
W'illiam Kemmis, Attorney. 

Received 18th November 1843. 



Henry Williams. 



Affidavit of J. Coppock, sworn 20th and filed 22d November 1843. 



In the Court of Queen’s Bench, Ireland. 

The Queen Daniel O’Connell and others. 

_ James Coppock, of No. S, Cleveland-row, in the parish of St. James, in the 
city of Westminster, an attorney of Her Majesty’s Court of Queen’s Bench in 

England, maketh oath and saitli, that he is well acquainted with the practice of 

the courts of law, and particularly with the practice of the Crown Office, and of 
the Court of Queen’s Bench in !^ngland, as to indictrnents for conspiracies or 
misdemeanors j and that from his own knowledge, and from his own personal 
experience, he can depose to the facts herein set forth and deposed to ; and this 
deponent maketh oath and saith, that in all cases of indictments for conspiracies 
395- B 4 or 
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or misdemeanors, the office copy of every indictment siipjolied by the Crown 
Office to any person applying for a copy of such indictment contains the caption 
and also the namesof the witnesses examined before the grand jury, on the lindino 
of the said indictment ; and that, to the best of this deponent’s knowledge, infor- 
mation and belief, there has never been an instance in which the office copy of 
an indictment supplied upon request to any defendant, or to his agent or solicitor 
• or to any person applying for the same before trial, and as soon as the same 
indictment could be obtained, did not contain the caption and the names of the 
witnesses examined before the grand jury ; aud tliis deponent saitb, that such 
practice, is invariable, and is well known to be the usual and common practice in 
the Crown Office in England, upon all indictments for conspiracies and misde- 
meanors. 

Jarnc-‘i Coi^pocL 

Sworn at my house in Grove-street, Camden 
Town, in the county of Middlesex, this 
20th day of November 1843, one of the 
Commissioners Extra.ordinai'y of the Court 
of Chancery, King’s Bench, Common Pleas 
and Exchequer in Ireland, for taking Affi- 
davits in Great Britain. 

Kbifj. 

P. Mahony, Attorney. 

Received 22d November 1843. 



Affidavit of P. M‘Evoy Gartlan, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 

Queen's Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen againsl Daniel O’Conuell, John O’Connell, Thomas Sleele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, John Gray, Richard Barrett, the llcvereiid Peter James 
Tyrrell, Reverend Thoma.s Tierney, Charles Gavan Daffey. 

Peter M‘Evoy Gartlan, of Lower Dominick-street, in the city of Dublin 
gentleman, the altorney for the said Charle.s Gavan Duffey, maketh oath and saith! 
that the paper purporting to be a copy of the indictment found against tho said 
Charles Gavan Duffy and others, aud which said paper is signed by Walter 
Bourne esquire, the clerk of the Crown, and to which deponent refers, and whicli 
paper this deponent has heard and believes was handed by said Walter Bourne, 
as and for a full and perfect copy of said indictment for the said Charles Gavan 
Duffy, a cop, of said mdictmeiU, pursuant to the order of this honourable court ; and 
this deponent sa.th, that the said copy so furnished by the said Walter Bourne does 
not contain the names of the witnesses on whose testimony said indictment was 
found or of those sent before the gs'and jury ; this deponent saith. he considers 
that the furnishing of the names on the hack of said indictment is essential to the 

poseTf d°ehy“ P"'* 

Sworn before me at the Queen’s Bench Ofiioe " >Cmilan. 

this 23d day of November 1843. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown, 

P. M. E. Gartlan, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843, 



Affidavit of Peter SlervUi, sworn and 61ed 23d November 1843 . 
Queeh’s Besch, Crown Side 

’^M2hTRTth!?^t' Stede, nomas 

Pe rce SoVTsouTre Nos. 2 and 3, annexed to the affidavit of 

Mahony, esquire, made m tins cause, aud this day filed ; and saith, that he. 

lias 
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has made the c^euktions therein respectively contained, so far as same relate to 
James s ward, Catherme.s ward, Patrick’s ward. Audeon's ward, and Castle 
ward and the several parishes in said several wards contained, and in said 
Schedules Nos, 2 and 3 named ; and saith, that the calcnlations therein contained 
respecting said several^ vrards and parishes respectively are, to the best of this 
deponents knowledge, information, computation and belieL tme and accurate m 
every particular. 

Sworn before me, at the Crown-oflice, this 
23d day of November 1343. 

JV, Bou7'ne, Clk, Crown. 



Maliony, Attorney. 



Received 23d November 1843. 



Affidavit of J, R. Ward, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen agaimt Daniel O’Comiell and others. 

Mr. Jolm Roberi Ward, of Dolphin’s Barn, in the county of the city of Dublin 
a^ed IG years and upwards, maketh oath and saith, he has read the Schedules 
Nos.^ 2 and 3, annexed to the affidavit of Peirce Mahony, esquire made 
m this cause, and tlii.s day filed, and saith, that he has made the calculations 
therein respectively contained, so far as same relates to Andrew's ward and the 
several parishes hi said ward contained, and in said Schedules Nos! 2 and 3 
named; and saith, that the calculations therein contained respecting said 
ward and parishes respectively ai-e, to the best of this deponent’s knowledge 
information, computation and belief, true and accurate in every particular. ^ ’ 

John Robert Ward. 

Sworn before me tlii.s 23d day of November 
1843, at my house, Harcourt-street. 

TK Bourne, Clk. Crown. 



Peirce Mahony, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843, at half-past 7 o’clock, afternoon. 



Affidavit of M. Bowling, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connel], Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew llay, John Gray, Richard Barrett. Cliarle.s Gavan Duffy, the. 
Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, the Reverend Thomas Tierney, 

Michael Dowling, of Boyne-street, in the city of Dublin, maketh oath and 
saith, that he has read the Schedules Nos. 2 and 3, annexed to the affidavit 
ot i eirce Mahony, esquire, made in this cause, and this day filed, and saith, that 
ne lias made the calculations therein respectively contained, so far as same relates 
to JMernon ward, and the several parishes in said ward contained, and in said 
schedules Nos. 2 and 3 named; and saith, that the calculations therein contained 
respecting said ward and parishes respectively are, to the best of this deponent’s 
Knowledge, information, computation and belief, true and accurate in eveiw 
particular. ^ 



cs , r. Michael Bowline. 

oworn before me this 23d day of November ° 

1843, at my house, in Harcourt-street. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

Peirce Mahony, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843, at half-past 7 o’clock, afternoon. 
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Affidavit of M. Q«iw? 2 , sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



Queen’s Bench. 

Tlie Queen ctgQ,hist Daniel O’Coniiellj John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, John Gray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, 
Reverend Peter James Tyrrell and Richard Barrett. 

Michael Quinn, of No. 17, Abbey-street, in the city of Dublin, raaketh oath 
and saith, that he hath read the Schedule No. 1, annexed to the affidavit made 
by Peirce Mahony, esquire, in this cause, and this day filed, and saith, lliat all 
the calculations therein contained, so far only as relates to the Linen-hall ward 
in Schedule No. 1, were made by this deponent, and that the same are, to the best 
of this deponent’s knowledge, information, computation and belief, true and 
correct in every particular. 

Michael Quinn. 

Sworn before me this 23d day of November 
1843, at my house, Harcouvt-street. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

P. Mahony, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843- 



Affidavit of E. Haggerty, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



Queen's Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen agaimt Daniel O’Connell, 

Edmund Haggerty, of No, 18, Charlemont-place, in the county of the city of 
Dublin, aged 10 years and upwards, maketh oath and saith, that he has read the 
Schedules Nos. 2 and 3, annexed to the affidavit of Peirce Mahony, esquire, made 
in this cause, and this day filed, and saith, that he has made the cnlculations 
therein respectively contained, so far as same relates to Linen-hall ward, and the 
several parishes in said ward contained, and in said Schedule Nos. 2 and 3 named; 
and saitn, that the calculations therein contained respecting said ward and parishes 
respectively are, to the best of this deponent’s knowledge, information, computation 
and belief, true and accurate in every particular. 

Edmund Haggerty. 

Sworn beforS me this 23d day of November 
1843, at my house, Harcourt-street. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

Peirce Mahony, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843, at half-past 7 o’clock, afternoon. 

A.B.C. 



Affidavit of J. Bowen, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, John Gray, Richard Barrett, Charles Gavan Duffy, the 
Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, the Reverend Thomas Tierney. 

Mr. James Bowen, of Boyne-street, in the city of Dublin, maketh oath and 
saith, that he has read the Schedules Nos. 2 and 3, annexed to the affidavit of 
Peirce Mahony, esquire, made in this cause, and this day filed, and saith, that he 
has made the calculations therein respectively contained, so far as same relates to 
College ward and the several parishes in said ward contained, and in said Sche- 

. diftes 
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dules Nos. 2 and 3 named ; and .satth, that the calculations therein contained 
respecting said several wards and parishes respectively are, to the best offtfa 

evirrartleula™ ^ »d bellf, t^e and accurate in 

Sworn before me this 23d day of November •An»ej Bmen. 

1843, at my house, in Harcourt-street. 

W. Bourne^ Clk. Crown. 

Peirce Maliony, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843, at half-past 7 o’clock, afternoon. 

A. B. C. 

Affidavit of E. M’Domugh, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen ovciWi Dariiel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 

Mathew Ray John Cray, Richard Barrett, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend 
Peter J ames I yrrell. Reverend Thomas Tierney. ^ "-everencl 

Edward ABDomugh, of No. 7, Upper Mecklenbiirgh-street, in the citv of Dnb 
Im, gentleman, niaketU oath and saith, that he has read the Schedules Nm 2 and 3 
annexed to the affidavit of Peirce Malionv, esnuire made i„ tbt. ^ j d ■ 
day filed and saith, that he has made TeSSort^df Sy con- 
tamed, so fai as same relates to Post-office ward Geovcrp’<a 
house ward, Paul’s ward, and the Four Conrtrwmd. rdTh si d tth" 
rantomed, and in said Schedules Nos. 2 and S nL*I and 
saith, that the calculations therein contained respecting said several mrds are 

trueldlorloUnXTaliour'^''"'^’ 

Sworn before me this 23d day of November M'Oonmgh. 

1843, at my house, in Harcourt-street. 

W. Bourne, Clk, Crown. 

P. Mahony, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843. 10 minutes past 8 o’clock, afternoon. 

A. B. C. 

Affidavit of M. Spratt and C. O’Connor, sworn and filed 
23d November 1843. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell and others. 

Michael Ep-M, of Tryton-terrace, Sandymount, in the city of Dublin md 
Wioklow-Street. in said city, maketroath Id 'saUh 
Pei f'"'" the Schedule No. I, annexed to the affidlit If 

bv these 1 fram whence the results therein contained were formed were made 
y these deponents jointly, except as regards the Linen-hall ward, and that the 
tements made by said Schedule are true and correct in every particular 
according to the best of deponents’ calculation and belief. ^ P ’ 

Michael Spratt. 

Taken and sworn before me this 23d November O’Connor. 

1843, ia the Crown Office. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

Mahony, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843. 
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Affidavit of J)a7ikl O' Connelly sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



The Queen agahnt Daniel O’Connell, John O’Comiell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Richard Barrett. 

Daniel CConnell, of Merrion-square, in the city of Dublin, esquire, one of the 
defendants in this cause, maketh oath and saith, thaf he hath read an affidavit 
filed in this cause, and made by Williara Ford, Peirce Mahony, John M. Cant- 
well, Thomas Reilly and Peter M. E. Gartlaii, the respective attornica of the 
defendants in this cause ; and deponent saith, that he verily believes that the said 
affidavit is true; and deponent saith, he hath committed the preparations and 
arrangements for his said defence to his attorney, the said William Ford ; and 
believes and is convinced, that such preparations and arrangements cannot be 
made, so as to secure a full investigation and fair trial, within a shorter period 
than the time sought and mentioned in the said affidavit; and saith, that this 
affidavit and the application to the court which it is intended to support, are not 
made for any purpose of any unnecessary or improper delay. 

Danid O^Conndl. 

Sworn before me, at the Queen’s Bench, this 
23d day of November 1843. 

W. BournCy Clk. Crown. 

William Ford, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843. 



Affidavit of John O^Conncll, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Du%, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Richard Barrett. 

John O'Connell, of Derrynane cottage, in the county of Dublin, esquire, one of 
the defendants in this cause, maketh oath and saith, that he hath read an affidavit 
filed ill this cause, and made by William Ford, Peirce Mahony, John M. Cant- 
well, Thomas Reilly and Peter M‘F,. Gartlan, the respective attornies of the 
defendants in this cause; and deponent saith, he verily believes that the said 
affidavit is true; and deponent saith, he hath committed the preparations and 
arrangements for his said defence to his attorney, the said Peirce Mahony; and 
believes and is convinced, that such preparations and arrangements cannot be 
made, so as to secure a full investigation and fair trial, within a shorter period than 
the time sought and mentioned in said affidavit j and saith, that this affidavit, and 
the application to the court which it is intended to support, are not made for any 
purpose of any unnecessary or improper delay. 

John O'Connell. 

Sworn before me at the Queen’s Bench Office, 
this 23d November 1843, 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

P. Mahony ,JAttorney. 

Received 23d November 1843. 



Affidavit of T. M. Ray, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Richard Barrett. 

Thomas Mathew Ray, of the Corn Exchange rooms, in the city of Dublin, 
esquire, one of the defendants in this cause, maketh oath and saith, that he hath 

read 
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read an affidavit filed in this cause and made by William Ford, Peirce Mahony 
John M. Cantwell rfaomas Ro.lly and Peter M‘E. Gartlan, the respective 
attormes of the defendants m Ais cause; and deponent .saith, that he verilv 
believes that the said aflidavit is true ; and deponent saith, he hath corn 
mitted the preparations and arrangements for his said defence to his attorney 
the said John M. Cantwell ; and believes and is convinced, that such preparations 
and arrangements cannot be made, so as to secure a full investigation and fair trial 
withm a shorter period thM the time sought and mentioned in said affidavit’ 
and saith, that tins affidavit, and the application to the Court which it is intended 
to support, are not made for any purpose of any unnecessary or improper delay. 

Sworn before me this 23d day of November Thomas Mathew Ray. 

1843, in the Crown Office. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

Received 23d November 1843. 



Affidavit of C. G. Duffy, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



The Queenff^^im; Daniel O’Connell, John O’Comiell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Dutfy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Reverend 
Peter James lyrrell, John Gray, Richard Barrett. 

Charles Gamn Duffy, of Rathmines, in the county of Dublin, esquire one of 
die defendants in this cause, maketh oath and saith, that he hath read an affidavit 
filed m this cause, and made by William Ford, Peirce Mahony, John M. Cant- 
well, Thomas Reilly and Peter M'Evoy Gartlan, the rc, 3 pective attornies'of the 
defendpts in this cau.se ; and deponent saith, that he verily believes that the said 
affidavit is true ; and deponent saith, that he hath committed the preparations and 
arrangements for^ his said defence to his attorney, the said Peter M‘E. Gartlan ; 
and believes and is convinced, that such preparations and arrangements cannot be 
made, so as to secure a full investigation and fair trial, within a shorter period 
tnan the time sought and mentioned in said affidavit ; and saith, that this affidavit, 
and the application to the court which it is intended to support, are not made for 
any purpose of any unnecessary or improper delay. 

Charles Gamn Duffy. 

Sworn before me, at the Queen’s Bench Crown 
Office, this 23d day of November 1843. 

W, Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

P. M‘E. Gartlan, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843. 



Affidavit of J. Gray, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



The Queen against Daniel O’Cormell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Richard Barrett. 

John Gray, of Sion Lodge, in the county of Dublin, esquire, one of the defen- 
dants in this cause, maketh oath and saith, that he hath read an affidavit filed in 
ffiis cause, and made by William Ford, Peirce Mahony, John M. Cantwell, 
homas Reilly and Peter M‘E. Gartlan, the respective attornie.s of the defen- 
dants in this cause ; and deponent saith, that he hath committed the preparations 
^^^^^gements for his said defence to his attorney, the said John M. Cantwell ; 
and believes and is convinced, that such preparations and arrangements cannot be 
inade, so as to secure a full investigation and fair trial, within a shorter period than 
the time sought and mentioned in said affidavit ; and saith, that this affidavit, and 
395’ c 3 the 
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tlic application to the court which it is mtendecl to support, are not made for any 
purpose of any unnecessary or improper delay. 

John Gray. 

Sworn before me this 23d day of November 
1843, in Crown Office. 

W. BournCi Clk. Crown. 

J. M. Cantwell, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843. 



Affidavit of P. J. Tyrrell, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Tliomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Richard Barrett. 

Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, of Lusk, in the county of Dublin, clerk, one of 
the defendants in this cause, maketh oath and saith, he hath read an affidavit 
filed in this cause, and made by William Ford, Peirce Mahony, John M. Cant- 
well, Thomas Reilly and Peter M‘E. Gartlan, the respective attornics of the de- 
fendants in this cause ; and deponent saith, he verily believes that the said afii- 
davit is true ; and deponent saith, he hath committed the preparations and arrange- 
ments for his said defence to his attorney, the said John M. Cantwell ; and believes 
and is convinced, that such preparations and arrangements cannot be made, so as 
to secure a full investigation and fair trial, within a shorter period than the time 
sought and mentioned in said affidavit ; and saith, that this afiidavit, and the 
application to the court which it is intended to support, are not made for any 
purpose of any unnecessary or improper delay. 

P. J, Tyrrell. 

Sworn before me this 23d day of November 1843. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

J. M. Cantwell, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843. 



Affidavit of T. Tierney, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Richard Barrett. 



Reverend Thomas Tierney, of Clontibret, in the county of Monaghan, clerk, 
one of the defendants in this cause, maketh oath and saith, that he hath read an 
affidavit filed in this cause, and made by William Ford, Peirce Mahony, John 
M. Cantwell, Thomas Reilly, Peter M‘E. Gartlan, the respective attornies of the 
defendants in this cause ; and deponent saith, that he verily believes that the said 
affidavit is true ; and deponent saith, he hath committed preparations and arrange- 
menta for his said defence to his attorney, the said Thomas Reilly ; and believes 
and is convinced, that such preparations and arrangements cannot be made, so as 
to secure a full investigation and fair trial, within a shorter period than the time 
sought and mentioned in said affidavit j and saith, that this affidavit, and the appli- 
cation to the court which it is intended to support, are not for any purpose of any 
unnecessary or improper delay. 



Sworn before me this 23d day of November 
1 843, in the Crown Office, 



Thennas Tkrney. 



IF. Bourne, Clk. Crown, 



Thomas Reilly, Attorney. 



Received 23d November 1843. 



Affidavit 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 




THE QUEEN 'v. DANIEL O'CONNELL AND OTHERS. 
Ai-fidavit of R. Barrett, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



The Queen «^ DanieI^^^ O’Connell, Thomns Steele, Thomas 

Mathew Ray Charles Gavan Du£fy Reverend Thomas Tierney. Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Richard Barrett. i^cverum 

Richard of Drimna Lodge, in the county of Dublin, esquire, one of 

the defeirdants rn this cause, maketh oath and saith, that he hath read an affidavi 
filed m this cause, and made by William Ford, Peirce Mahonv Tnhn M 
well, Thomas Reilly and Petir M‘E. Gartlan, the ^peotl’ai”- of2 
defendants 1,1 this cause ; and deponent saith, he verilybelieves that the said afflvk 
,, tnie ; and deponent saith, he hath committed the preparations and arramremen s 
for his said defence to his attorney, the said John M. Cantwell; and believes and 
IS convinced, that such preparations and arrangements cannot be made so as to 
secure a full investigation and fair trial, within a shorter period than 'the time 
sought and mentioned m said affidavit ; ami saith, that this affidavit, and the an d 
cation to the court which it is intended to support, are not made for any purpose 
ot any unnecessary or improper delay. ^ * 

^ , Richard Barrett, 

Sworn before me this 23d November 1843, 
in Crown Office. 

W. Bour?ie, Clk. Crown. 

Received 23d November ] 843. 



Affxdavit of P, Mahony, sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 

In the Queer’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, esquire, m.p., and others 

i" tlie city of Dublin, esquire and attorney 
being duly sworn, deposeth and saith, that upon the 14th day of October last this 
deponent was employed to defend John O'Connell, esquire, m.p., one of the 
traversers 111 this case ; that in three or four days afterwards deponent applied 
during the office hours, at the office of the sheriff of the city of Dublin, to Georm 
Pondei', esquire, sub-sheriff of said city, for a copy of the jurors’ hook and of the 
listot special jurors for the present year for said city, both of which applications 
were on such occasion by the said sub-sheriff refused; that, suhsequeiitly 
deponent attended at the office of the clerk of the peace for said city, and there 
inspected the several returns made by the collectors of grand jury cess for said 
city, as well for the year 1843 as for the coming year 1844, upon which occasion 
deponent expressed ins surprise at the inaccuracy of the returns, and the smalliiess 
ot tlie numbers returned, inasmuch as deponent had, at considerable coat and 
expenditure of time and labour, previously caused a calculation to be made which 
deponent believes to be true and correct, by which it appears that, in said county ' 
otsaid city, 6,176 houses are rated for the poor-rate at front loi. to 20/ ner 
annum, and 11,122 at 20/. and upwards, as appears by the Schedule No. 1, hereto 
annexed, and to which deponent begs leave to refer this honourable court ; while 
y the lists returned by all of said collectors, taken together, the entire number of 
persona returned as liable to serve as jurors only amount to 4,631 for the vear 
1843, and 4,819 for the year 1844, as by Schedule No. 2, hereunto annexed as 
well as the copies of said lists in deponent's possession, and to which deponent 
hegs to refer this honourable court, may appear; saith, that on said occasion 
deponent remonstrated with Robert Dickenson, esquire, one of the clerks of the 
peace for said city, as to the incorrectness and deficiency in said lists for 1843 and 
the iiiaccumte manner in which said lists were made up, by which it will apnear 
a the Christian names of 4,008 persons are not set forth, and the naines of 
38 mercantile firms are set down in the said lists for 1843, witli the names of 
me individuals composing said firms; whereupon the said clerk of the peace 
r^'ffi *'n' '''dt the said lists were most inaccurate and imperfect ■ and 

dat the collectors of the grand jury cess, though frequently remonstrated with, always 

d 4 neglected 
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neglected their duty in that respect ; and he, the said clerk of the peace, then 
staled that the Recorder of the said city had, while presiding iu open court and 
revising the said lists, frequently had made similar complaints as to the inattention 
and inaccuracy of said collectors in that behalf; saith, that upon the occasion 
above referred to, deponent asked for copies of sv\id collectors’ lists for said years 
18-^3 and 1844, but said Dickenson declined to give same without consultation with 
his coHeague, although deponent ofiered to pay for same ; saith, he several times 
afterwards repeated said application without eflect ; and, on the 23d day of 
October last, deponent wrote a letter, of which the following is a copy, to said 
clerk of the peace : 

“ Gentlemen, — I beg of you to furnish me with copies of the returns made 
to your office by the several grand jury collectors of this city, of persons entit-* 
led to serve as jurors for the year 1843 ; and for the ensuing year, 1844 j 
I will pay your fees for same. 

Your humble servant, 

“23d October 1844. Peirce Mahony." 

“To the Clerks of the Peace for llie 
Borough of Dublin.” 

And deponent saith, that said clerks thereupon promised to give an answer in 
two days ; deponent received copies of said lists on the 30th day of October, for 
which iie was obliged to pay the sum of 22/. 2i-., the said clerks of the peace 
having informed deponent, as he has no doubt the fact W'as, that there were no 
printed copies thereof, and that it had never been the habit of the said collectors 
to have said lists printed ; deponent saith, that pending said applications to said 
clerks of the peace, this deponent applied again at the sherifFs office for a copy 
of said jurors’ book ; and upon one occasion he observed upon the inaccuracy of the 
said lists, which he, deponent, had seen at the office of the said clerks of the peace ; 
and as to the noncompliance of the said collectors with the terms of the Act for 
regulating juries, and of the precept issued to them by the clerks of the peace 
pursuant to said Act; and deponent saith, that upon such occasion said 
George Ponder, the sub-sheriff, concurred in deponent’s observation, saying, that 
same had been a constant source of complaint in the said office, and so much so; 
that Sir Edward Burrougli, baronet, the. late high sheriff’ of the said city, had made 
an official complaint to this honourable court thereupon during his year of office ; 
saith, that deponent having made personal inquiry from two of the said collectors, 
Mr. Henry Vigne and Mr. Newenham Graydon, as to the causes of the great 
inaccuracy and deficiency of their lists, as returned to the clerk of the peaces 
precept, and notwithstanding the provision.? of the statute, and that they, the 
.said Vigne and Graydon, replied in open court to deponent on the 21st instant, 
that they never before the present revision understood the exact nature of their 
duties, and that they returned the names merely as they happened to be upon the 
applotment books delivered to them, for their guidance in the collection of grand 
jury cess ; deponent further saith, that upon receiving of said lists of said 
collectors, deponent caused same, as far as time would permit, to be examined by 
competent persons, and compared with the poor-rate books for said city ; and that 
said comparison was made with a view, amongst other things, to ascertain how 
many resident householders or occupiers rated at the net value of 20/. and 
upwards, and being, in all other respects, competent to serve as jurors, had been 
admitted from their lists by said collectors ; deponent saith, that the result of said 
comparison is set forth in Schedule No. 3 to this affidavit annexed, which this de- 
ponent verily believes to be true, and to which he begs to refer ; deponent saith, 
that by said comparison, the omissions of qualified persons from said lists for 1843 
amount to 3,086, and for 1844 to 2,892 ; saith , timt after repeated solicitations, he, 
deponent, upon the 26th day of October last, also obtained a list from said Ponder, 
purporting to be a copy of the special jurors’ list for said city for the year 1843; 
saith, he found said special jurors’ list to contain only 388 names of persons 
purporting to be the names of all the persons qualified to serve as special 
jurors for said city ; saith, deponent has made most diligent inquiry respecting 
the persons whose names appear in said last-mentioned list, the result of which, 
according to the best of deponent’s information and belief, is, that upwards 
of 70 at least of said 388 persons are disqualified or incapable of serving as special 

jurors, 
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jurors, same beins dead otiuu-s beittfr non-resident, others being aldermen and 
town couned ors others being magtstrates for the borongl, of Dublin, and otl.ers 
being mcapablo by reason of age nr bodily infirmity ; and saith, that some of said 
names, during the last and present week, have been struck out of the list now 
under revision before ,said Recorder; and deponent saith, for the reasons afore- 
said, he IS enabled to state, to the best of his information and belief, that there are 
out of .said ,iS 8 jiersons only 53 who jirofess the Roman Catholic religion 
according to deponent s mforniation and belief, and that of said number of 53 not 
les,s than 30 are, as deponent believes, disqualified or incapable to serve as sp^eial 
jurors on the grounds afore.said, but chiefly for being town eoimcillors or mao-is- 
^.ites, tints leaving oil said list of special jurors only 23 persons profe.ssing the 
Roman Catholic jeligum, and qualilied to .serve as special jurors for the present 
year in the city of Dublin, while this deponent has a conviction, almost ainountiiio- 
to u cerlamty, and arising from liis general knowledge sinqe the year 1809 ol" 

“'Son n special juries within that time, and 'that 

at least 300 Roniiin Catholics reside iii said city who are qualified bv law, and 
are able and entitled to serve as special jurors for 1843 ; saith, that the'revisioii of 
said list commenced at a special session, s liolden for that purpose in the Coiirt- 
housc, 111 Green-street, on the 14th oi N ovember instant, before the Right honour- 
able the Recorder for said city, at which sessions counsel, and agents acting and 
assisting 111 the revision ot said lists attended; saith, that at the opening of said 
sessions, It having been stated to the said Recorder tlien and there presiding tliat 
such atteiidiince wa,s given tor the purpose of aiding him in correcting said iiks in 
order to form a correct jurors’ book, tlio said Recorder expressed himself much 
pleased thereat, and stated to the efi'ect, that he, the Recorder, had for several 
years been eiideayoiiriiig to make up a correct jurors’ book, but had never vet 
succeeded m so doing, and that he found it bitlicrto quite impossible, and that 
tlie returns made by the collectors were so imperfect in many instances, that it 
was not in Ins power to make from them any thing approaching to a proper jurors’ 
book ; that he had for several years been complaining to each successive sheriff 
ot the imperfect state of the jurors’ book, and of the inadequate means supplied to 
him to amend said lists but that he, the said Recorder, tlien confidently expected 
y the aid likely to be furnished to him in the present revision, which was in fact 
the first lonajide revision ; that he would for the first time be enabled to prepare 
a till] and fair jurors’ book; deponent further saith. that the names of a o-reat 
liiimljer of persons have been struck out of said lists for the ensuinfjf year, to 
commence and be m force on tlie 1st day of January 1844, by reason of disqua- 
iiiication, non-hability to serve, old age, bodily infirmity, want of sufficient 
qua 1 ymg property, and other legal causes; and that the names and descriptions 
o several otlier persons have been altered or reformed by the said Recorder pre- 
siding m said coni't pursuant to the said Act, and that the names of a great 
number of other persons, some of them being gentlemen of rank and large property, 
and ot the Inghest rcsjiectaliility, heretofore omitted from the list of jurors, have 
een added to the said list, (pialificd to serve as special jurors ; saith, that the 
persons whose names have been added to tlie lists, and now in course of revision, 
dU( whose names wore omitted from the lists of the collectors for the present year, 
compi ise men of various religions and political opinions, and were not upon the 
V 1 ?°^ /”•' deponent saith, that the said Recorder hath 

pea ediy during the progress of ,suid revision, expressed in open court his 
satistaetion at the great improvement then being made in said list; and also 
dt , that the assistance afforded him on that revision would then enable him to 
book a fair and correct one according to law; and that he, the 
au Recorder, hoped lie would now succeed in so constructing the said juroi's’ 
00 as to enable the sheriff to make out from it a proper special jurors' list, 
consideration being had of eacli person’s rank and property; and deponent 
icr saith, that the present high sheriff of the said city, and also the late 
>ig 1 sheriff of said city, hath stated in open court during said revision now in 
process, that hitherto they liad no means of striking, a proper special panel, 
"^Iri r qualifications to the several names in the jurors' book were not 

g ^ columns set apart for that purpose, because of the imperfect 

ot the collectors’ lists, and that great numbers undoubtedly qualified to 
rve on the^ special panel, and who ought to have been inserted in the 
sijecial jurors list, were omitted from said jurors’ book ; and deponent saith, that 
395* ’ 
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having examined tlie lists returned by the grand jury cess collectors in 1842, out 
of which lists alone the jurors’ book for the year 1843 ought to have been 
framed, he, deponent, verily believes that the existing jurors* book for the present 
year, an inspection of and access to which hath been refused to be given unto 
deponent up to the present time, and also the special jurors’ list which has been 
framed therefrom, arc grossly imperfect ; and deponent verily believes that a 
special jurors’ list, framed according to law and calculated to secure a fair, impar- 
tial and satisfactory trial of the said traversers or any of them, cannot be had 
until the revision now in progress is completed, and a proper jurors’ book and a 
proper special jurors’ list prepared therefrom be had and perfected accordiiicr to 
law, iior until said jurors’ hook, and said special jurors’ list to be taken therefrom 
be prepared and brought into use for the following year; and in said revision the 
said Recorder has added to the names of the jurors their respective qualifications 
according to rank and property, so far as he has been enabled to do, but that he 
has not during said seven days so revised more than about 1,100 names, which is 
not more than about one-fourth of the number of persons appearing on the col- 
lectors’ lists before him, independent of the persons entitled to serve, but who 
have not as yet claimed their right to do so; deponent saith, he begs leave to 
refer to the several lists for 1843 and 1844, now in the official custody of the said 
clerk of the peace, and also to the jurors’ book and the special jurors’ list for the 
presentyear, in the official custody of the high sheriff of said city or of his under- 
sheriff; and. deponent saith, that by a comparison between the lists for 1843 and 
those for 1844 as they now are, it will be shown that the supposed revision for 
1843 was merely formal, and totally insufficient; saith, that since the preparation 
of the foregoing portion of this affidavit, this deponent has applied to Genrce 
Magrath, deputy clerk of the peace for the city of Dublin, for a return of the 
names of persons struck off the said lists by the said Recorder, also the number of 
the names of persons qualified to be special jurors, described as such by rank or 
fortune ; also of the names of persons put on said lists by said Recorder as quali- 
fied to be special jurors, also the number of common jurors added to said lists, 
and also the number of persons whose names have been corrected up to the 
evening of Tuesday the 21st instant ; and that the said deputy clerk of the peace 
has furni.shed to deponent a tabular statement set forth in the Schedule 4 to this 
affidavit annexed, of the said several classes, which statement this deponent 
believes to be correct and true ; and deponent has no doubt that in the further 
progress of said revision, that many further important alterations will be made 
in the said collectors’ lists; and this deponent saiih, that in addition to the 
number of persons described by the present revised lists as entitled to be special 
jurors, a vast number of persons are named in said lists whose description has not 
been corrected, and who, if properly described, would be entitled to be put upon 
the special jurors list; and this deponent believes tliat there are a considerable 
number of persons qualified to be special jurors for said city, whose names do not 
now appear upon the said collectors’ lists, and who, therefore, cannot be placed 
on the list of special jurors ; this deponent saith, that he has just been informed, 
and believes, that during the sitting of said sessions’ court yesterday, 85 persons 
were added to the number of 513 in Schedule number 4, to be special jurors for 
said city, and 145 as jurors generally ; and that said court was adjourned until 
to-morrow, and that, according to the best of deponent’s information and belief, 
there has been already added to said collectors’ lists upon said revision, and 
described therein so as to entitle them to be special jurors, upwards of 100 
persons professing the Roman Catholic religion, in addition to those on the prO" 
sent special jurors’ list. 

Peirce Mahony. 

Taken and sworn before me, at my office, this 
23d November 1848. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

P; Mahony, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843. 
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SCHEDUI.E No. 1, TO WHIOH ApFIDAVIT REFEES. 



WARDS. 


Niimbur of Houses 
rated tit 

£■ 10. and mider£.20. 


Number of Houses 
i£.20. and upwards. 


1. Andrew’s 










253 




2. Audeou’s 


- 


- 


_ 


- 


772 




3. Castle - 


- 




_ 


_ 


332 




4. Catherine’s 


- 


_ 


_ 


_ 






5. Colicp'e - 


- 


_ 


_ 


_ 


320 




(J. tuur Courts - 


. 


_ 




_ 


554 




7. George’s 


- 


- 


. 


_ 


3 05 




8. James’s - 


- 


_ 


_ 




474 




Custom House 


- 


_ 


_ 


_ 


5S0 




10. Linen Hall 


- 


- 


_ 


. 


454 


1,259 


11. Merrion 


- 


_ 




_ 


264 




12. Patrick’s 


. 


_ 


_ 




634 




13. Paul’s - 


- 


_ 


_ 


. 


313 


391 


14. Post Office 


. 


- 


. 


_ 






J6. Stephen’s 


- 


- 


- 


- 


157 


898 












6,176 


11,122 



Peirce Mahony. 



Schedule JNo. 2, to which Affidavit refers. 



PARISHES. 


1843. ' 


1844. 


Mark’s 












243 


239 


Andrew’s 


- 


. 


_ 






278 


388 


Michan’s 


- 


- 


- 






313 


390 


Grangegorman 
Catherine’s - 


- 


- 


- 


- 


37 


37 






_ 


_ 


262 


268 


Luke’s 


- 




_ 


. 




48 


83 


Bridget’s 


- 


_ 


. 




_ 


143 


201 


St. Nicholas Without 


_ 


_ 


_ 


67 


67 


St. Nicholas Within 


_ 






79 


52 


St. John’s 


. 


_ 




_ 


_ 


90 


97 


Audeoii’s 


_ 


- 


_ 


_ 


_ 


177 


109 


M ichael’s 




- 


_ 


_ 


_ 


39 


50 


St. James’s 


_ 


_ 


_ 


. 




111 


147 


Bt. Peter’s 


_ 


> 


_ 




. 


504 


564 


St. Anne’s 


- 








_ 


413 


389 


VVerburgh’s 

George’s 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


68 


• 139 




- 


_ 


_ 


- 


269 


268 


Paul’s - 


_ 


_ 


_ 


_ 


_ 


196 


229 


Thomas’s 




- 


- 


_ 


_ 


609 


370 


Mary’s 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


700 


742 












J 


4,631 


4,819 



Peirce Mahon^. 



395 - 
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Schedule No. 3, to which Affidavit refers. 



Number of Persons omitted to be returned to serve as Jurors for tlie City of Dublin, for 
the Years 1843 and 1844 respectively, and arnuigod aceovcling to Wards, and taken 
from the Poor Law Kate Books, being Persona rated at £.20 net Value and upwards. ■ 



WARDS, 


, 1843. 


1844. 


1. College Ward 




. 


220 


222 


2. IVlemon Ward 


- 


- 


132 


120 


8. Stephen’s W ard 


- 


- 


2-20 


208 


4. Andrew’s Ward 


- 


- i 


230 


197 


6. Castle Ward - - - 


- 


- , 


298 


208 


(5, Patrick’s Ward 


- 


- 


430 


380 


7. Audeon’s Ward 


> 


■ - 


107 


ilO 


8. Catherine’s Ward - 


- 


- 


01 


101 


9. .Tames’s Ward 


_ 


- 


71 


81 


10. Paul’s Ward - - - 




- 


184 


180 


11. Four Courts’ Ward 


- 


- 


107 


145 


12 . Linen Hall Ward - 


.. 


- 


203 


220 


13. Post Office Ward - 


- 


- 


210 


11.5 


14, George’s Ward 


- 


- 


337 


.342 


15. Custom House Ward 


- 


- 


ISO 


182 


Totai. 


- - 


- 


;],oso 


2,892 



Pdrcc Muhony. 



Schedule No. 4, to which Affidavit refers. 



NAMES, 

of 

PARI S HE !5. ... 


Number of 
Junjra' Naiiioa I 
etrnck off | 

Collectors' Lists 
for 1844, 
tu 

21st November 
instant, 


2. 

Number of 
Speeinl Jurors 
described as 
sucli by Hank 
and Propert)*, 
by tbe lligbt 
Honourable 
the Recoi'rkr, 
at tbe present 
Revision, to 
21st November. 


3. 

Number of 
Specinl Jiirova 
put on, and 
not in Lists na 

to tbe Recorder 
for 1844, 
to 

21st November 
iuatnnt. i 


4. 

Number of 
Cumnirm Jurors 
atltlcd, and not 
ill Lists 
as laid biifmc 
' Recordei- 

for 1844, (n 
21st November 
instant, 


5. 

Number of 

whose Nanus 
luivu Imcn 
coriccted in 
the Lists 

Recorder, to 
SlatNoveraber 
iuatant. 


1. St. Andmv’s 


45 


.64 


00 1 


30 


104 


2. St. Audeon’s 


3 


34 


10 1 


10 


33 


3. St. Anne’s - 


49 


.49 


14 


30 


48 


4, St. Bridget’s 


8 


IQ 


1 


1 


22 


6. St Catherine’s 


11 


18 


3 


42 




C. 8t. George’s 


20 


49 


3 


3 


10 


7. Grangegorraan - 


2 


2 




1 1 


IG 


8. St. J aroes’s 


1 


10 


2 






9. St John’s - 


- 


3 




4 




10 . St, Luke’s - 


4 


0 


2 






11 , St. Maiw’s - 


84 


87 


n 


60 


. SG 


12. St. Mark's - 


3 


22 




H) 




13. Sf. Michael’s 











14. St, Michan’s 


1 






10 




IG. Nicholas Witliin- 


1 








16. JNieholas Without 


. 




0 







17. St Paul’s - 


3 


11 


0 






18 . St. Peter’s - 


9 


48 








10. St. TlioTnas's 


13 


01 




17 

1 




20 . St. Werburgh’s - 


C 


10 


4 


7 


Note. — Added 22dl 
November 1848 •/ 


' 210 


613 


147 




428 


- - - 


85 




146 






698 




411 





Peirce Mahony. 

Received 23d November 1843. 

W.B. 
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Tlie Queen against Daniel O’Comicll Jolm n’Cr,n„.n T'i , 

Thomas Ma hew Ray Charles Gavan Doff; 

Reveiend 1 etei James lyrrell, John Gray, Richard Barrett, 



Take notice that Her Majesty’s Attorney-general will, on behalf of Her 
Majesty on hiiday next, make aiiplication to Her Majesty’s Court of Queen’s 
Bench, that theic shal be a trial at bar m this cause, and that such trial bt fixed 
0 eomraence on Monday, the 11th day of December next, or such 0 Imr day as 
le court shall please to appoint ; and that the said 11th day of Dec iber Ud 
the following days up to and mcludiiig the lOlh day of January iu the ^^i of 
our Lord 1844, shall for the purpose 5f such trial, bo deemed and taken to be a 
fhiAk rig!" «>■ other order as the court may 

Dated this 22d day of November 1843, 

40, Kildare-street, William Kmmis, Crown Solicitor, 



Now, A/«r/oc/r, of No. 3, Portobcllo-place, in the city of Dublin 

writ, rig clerk, aged upwards of 30 years, maketh oath and saith, tlmton the 2od 
dayot November mstanh this deponent served ’ft’illiain Ford, attorney for the 
above-named delendaut Daniol O’Connell, a,s deponent believes, witb the original 

Dn 11 , w^r ^ '“g ““d leaving with the servant ghd of 

him the said Milliam Ford, aged 16 years and upwards, at his, the said William 
Ford s oflicc, situate at No. 2G, An-an-quay, in the city of Dublin, a true copy 
thereof, saitb, that on same day, de|ionent served Peirce Mahony, attorney 
or tlie above-imraed defendant, John O’Conuell, as deponent believes, with the 
said original notice by delivering unto and leaving with David Mahony, junior 
son of the sa, cl Peiree Mahony, aged 16 years and upwards, at his, the sa“d 
Peirce Mahony s oflice, situate at No. 23, William-street, in the said city, a true 
copy tlmreof; saith that on the same day deponent served 'William Henry 
^lagrath, attorney for the above-named defendant, Thomas Steele, as deponent 
believes, wuli ti.e said original notice, by delivering unto and leaving with the 
• i wo?® '"i'? Magrath, aged 16 years and upwards, at his, t)ie 

said Wdliam Henry Magratli s office, situate at No. 20, Summer-hill, in the said 
city, a true cojiy thereof; saith, that on same day. deponent served John 
Macnamara Cantwell, attorney for Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Peter James 
lyrrelJ, John Gray and Richard Barrett, four of the above-named defendants 
with the said original notice, by delivering unto and leaving with the woman- 
servant of the said John Macnamara Cantwell, aged 20 years and upwards, at liis 
the said John Macnamara Cantwell’s office, situate at No. IS, Bolton-street in- 
said city, four true copies of said, notice ; saith, that on same day deponent 
^rved 1 eter M'Evoy Gartlan, attorney for the above-named defendant, Charles 
Gavan Duffy, as deponent believes, with the said original notice, by delivering 
unto and leaving with him, the said Peter M'Evoy Gartlan, in person, at his the 
said I eter M‘Evoy Gartlan’s office, situate at No. 51, Lower Dominick-street in 
the said city, a true copy thereof; saith, that on the same day deponent also 
served 1 homaa Reilly, attorney for the above-named Reverend Thomas Tierney 
as deponent believes, with the original of said notice, by delivering unto and 
leaving with the son of him, the said Thomas Reilly, aged 16 years and upwards 
ut his, the said Thomas Reilly’s office, situate at No. 46, Lower Dominick-street* 
in said city, a true copy thereof; and saith, tlmt at the respective times of said 
several services as aforesaid, deponent produced and showed unto the several 
persons to whom the several copies were so handed, the original of said notice. 



Sworn this 23d day of November 1843, 
in Court of Queen’s Bench. 

TV. Bourne, Clerk Crown 
William Kemmis, Attorney for the Crown. 

Received 23d November 1843. 



Robert Sherlock, 
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Affidavit of H. Willlaiivi^ sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



In the Qojeen’.s Bench. 

The Queen (igaimt Daniel O’Connell, Jolm O Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Cavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Richard Barrett. 

Take notice, that her Majesty’s Attorney-general will, on behalf of her 
Majesty, on. Friday next, make application to lier M:ije.sty’s Court of Queen’s 
Beich,’ that there shall be a trial at bar in this cau.se, and that .such trial be fixed 
to commence on Monday, the 11th day of December next, or such other day as 
the court shall please to appoint, and that the said lltli day of Deoember and the 
following days, np to and including the 10th day ol January in the year of our 
Lord, 1 844, 'shall, for the purpose of such trial, bo deemed and taken to be a part 
of this present Michaelmas Terra, or for such other order as the court may think 
right. 

Dated tliis 22d day of November 184S. 

No. 40, ICildares-treet. William Kemniis^ Crown Solicitor. 



Now, Henry Williams, of No. 33, Bride-street, in the city of Dublin, yeoman, 
aged 30 years and upwards, maketb oath and saith, that on the 22d day of 
November instant, deponent served Daniel O’Connell, esquire, one of the above- 
named defendants, with the original of the notice above truly copied, by deliver- 
incT unto and leaving with him the said Daniel O’Connell in person at his residence, 
situate at Merrion-square in the city of Dublin, a true copy thereof; saith, that 
on the same day this deponent served the above-named defendant John O’Connell 
with the said original notice, by delivering unto and leaving- with his said father, 
the said Daniel O’Connell, at Merrion-square aforesaid, a true copy thereof ; saith, 
that on. the same day deponent served the above-named defendant Thomas 
Mathew Bay, with the said original notice, by delivering unto and leaving with him 
the said Thomas Mathew Ray in person, at the Corn Exchange, in the said city 
of Dublin, a true copy thereof ; saith, that on the same day deponent served Jolm 
Gray, another of the above-named defendants, with the said original notice, by 
delivering unto, and leaving with the clerk of the said John Gray, aged 16 years 
and upwards, at the Freeman’s Journal Office, situate at Princes-street, near the 
General Post-office, in said city, a true copy thereof ; saith, that on the same day 
deponent served the Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, another of the above- 
named defendants, with the said original notice, by delivering unto and 
leaving with the waiter at the hotel, where the said Peter James Tyrrell 
then stopped, as deponent believes, known by the name of Coffey’s Hotel, 
situate in Upper Dominick-street, in the said city, a true copy thereof ; saith, 
that on same day deponent served Richard Burrett, another of the above- 
named defendants, with the said original notice, by delivering unto and leaving 
with the clerk of the said Richard Barrett, aged 1C years and upwards, at the 
Pilot Office, situate at Elephant-lane in the said city, a true copy thereof; saith, 
that on the same day deponent served Charles Gavan Duffy, another of the above- 
named defendants, with the said original notice, by delivering unto and leaving 
with the cleik of him, the said Charles Gavan Duffy, aged 16 years and upwards, 
at the Nation Office, situate at Trinity-street, in the said city, a true copy thereof; 
saith, that on the same day this deponent served the above-named the Reverend 
Thomas Tierney, with the said original notice, by delivering unto and leaving' 
with the clerk at the said Nation Office, aged IG years and upwards, a true 
copy thereof; and deponent saith that he, this deponent, saith, that he, this 
deponent, made every inquiry to obtain the residence of defendant Thomas 
Steele, with a view to serve him with said notice, but was unable to find out the 
same ; and saith, that at the time of the said several services, this deponent pro- 
duced and showed to the several and respective parties with whom deponent left 
the copies, the original of said notice. 

Henry WilHeans. 

Sworn this 23d day of November 1843, in 
Court Queen’s Bench. 

jBozfwe, Clerk Crown. / 

IVilliam Kemmia, Attorney for the Crown. 

Received 23d November 1843, 

AffiDAViT 
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Affidavit of W. Ford, P. Mahony, J. M. Cantwell, T. EeiUy and 
sworn and filed 23d November 1843. 



P. Gartlan, 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Coimell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele Thomas 
Mathew Bay, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas wf 
Peter James Pyrrell, John Gray and Richai'd Barrett. ^ 

William Ford, of Arramqimy, Peiree Mahony, of William-street, John M- No- 
mara Umlwell, ol Bolton-strcct, Tlwmm Reilly and Peter M'Fmi, Gartlan 
of Dominiek-street, allintlie city of Dublin, live of the attoraies, severally make 
oath and say; and first this deimnent, William Ford, for himself saith that he 
has been and is the attorney of and entrusted by the said defendant, Daniel 
O Comiell, with the ilreparation and arranp;emBnt of his defence in this prosecu- 
tion ; and secondly, thi.s deponent, Peii-ce Mahony, for himself saith that he has 
been and is the attorney of and entrusted by the said defendant John 0 ’Connell 
with the preparation and management of his defence in this prosecution ■ and 
thirdly, the said John M'Namara Cantwell for himself saith, that lie has been and 
is the attorney of and entrusted by the said several defendants the Revei-end 
Peter James TyoTell, John Gray, Richard Ban-ett and Thomas Mathew Ray 
respectively, with tile prep.sration and management of their several and respective 
defences in this prosecution ; and fourthly, the said Thomas Reilly for himself 
saith, that he has boon and is the attorney of and entrusted by the said defendant 
the Reverend Thomas Tierney, with the preparation and management of his 
defence in this prosecution; and fiftlily, the said Peter M’Evoy Gartlan for him- 
self saith, tliat he has hecii and is the attorney of and entrusted by the said 
defendant Cliaades Gavan Duffy, with the jircparation and manageiiieiit of his 
defence ; and these deponents severally say, that in the discharge of their 
duties as such attornies, they have exerted themselves to the best and utmost of 
their povver and ability respectively, to make themselves well acquainted with 
all the circum.stanees of thi,s prosecution, so far as same affects tlioir said respec- 
tive clients ; and these deponents William Ford, Peirce Mahony, John M'Na- 
mara Cantw-ell and Peter M'Evoy Gartlan, say, which deponent Thomas Reilly 
believes to be tme, that on or about the 14tli day of October last the said 
several defendants were required to enter into securities by recognimiices to 
appear aud attend in this honourable court hi the present term, to answer such 
matters as should he alleged against them by Her Majesty’s Attorney-general, 
as therein mentioned; and that certain of said defendants did upon same day, 
and that others of them did upon subsequent days, respectively enter into such 
recopiizanees accordingly ; and that upon the said I4tli day of October 
applications were made on behalf of certain of said defendants at the Crown-office 
of this court, for copies of all such informations as had been sworn against them 
to ground such proceedings by the said Attorney-general, and that office-co])ios 
rf a certain information purporting to have been sworn by one Frederick Bond 
Hughes, andof a certain other information purporting to have been .sworn byWilliani 
Kemmis, esquire, tho Crown solicitor concerned in said prosecution, aud also of 
a certain other iiifonnation i>urporting to have been sworn by one Charles Veraon, 
were obtained from said office on or about the 17th day of October afore- 
^Id ; and all these deponents say, that the said informations of the said Wiiliam 
Kemmis, and the said iiifaimations of the said Charles Vernon, do not, nor does 
either of them, contain any statement of facts of a nature sufficient to enablo the 
defendants or deponents to malce any practical arrangements for the defence 
necessary in this prosecution, and say, that of the informations aforesaid, that 
which contained the chief matters of charge was the information of the said 
Frederick Bond Hughes, which contained statements respecting the proceedings 
alleged to have taken place at a meeting and public dinner at a place called the 
Rath of Mullaghmast, in the county of &ldare, on the first of October aforesaid, 
aud at three several meetings alleged to have been held in the city of Dublin on 
the 2d, 3d and 9th of October aforesaid respectively, and also at a public 
dinner in the said city on said last-mentioned day ; and say that, considered in 
connexion with the matters set forth and charged as matters of offence in the 
said indictment and the bill of particulars hereinafter mentioned, the .said infor- 
395* D q malions 
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m.ntioiis of the said FredoricJc J3oml Ihig'hcs, Willimn Iveinmis and Charles 
Vernon, do not, nor does any or either <if them allord any snflicicut specific or 
accurate statement of the subject-matters of this prosocutioii, or any sufficient 
means of enabling deponents or their clients rcs])eetivcly to learn the particulars, 
and niako the arraiigemeirts material and necessary for the defence of the said 
defendants generally, or of the said defendants individivally, upon pavtieuliir charn-cs 
allectiiig only particular individuals amongst the said dofeiidants; and deponent 
William F<ji'd saith, that it -was subsotpiontly (liscovored that two further infor- 
mations had been sworn on or about the IGth of said month, and filed in tlio 
said office, for the purposes of said])roseciition; aiidsaith, that odice copies of same 
were immediately afterwards ordered and wore obtained ; but dt!])Oiients severally 
say, that one of said last-mentioned informations appeiirs to have been sworn' 
by the said Frederick Bond Hughes and William Ivcniinis, for the purpose 
of correcting a mistake in the said first-mentioned itiJ'orjnatioii of the said 
Frederick Bond Hughes, and that the other of said two informations purported to 
bo sworn by one James Ireland, and to state certain proceedings at a meeting 
therein, alleged to have been held at a place called Clifdcri, in the county of 
Galway; and say, that said two last-mentioned inCorinations do not contain 
any statements of’ a nature to enable (lepo)ients to prepare for said dofence 
generally; in other respecls, deponents say, tliat after procuring sucli copies of 
said inforniatioiifi as aforesaid, jiroceedings wore taken by de])on(3nts to ascertain 
the necessary facts, with res]3ect to the cliarges therein contained, and to prepare 
for the defence of the said several defendants, .so far as they were enabled so to 
do, l)y tlie statements therein contained ; and fnrtlier say, that if this prosecution 
Jiad been limited to the matters disclosed in the said inforjiiation of the siiid 
Frederick Bond Hughes, William Kommis, , Tamos Ireland and Charles Vernon, 
they believe, that so far as redates to time, tlioy would have been able to prepare 
to go to trial on the 1.1th of .December next, without requiring ])ostponement; 
deponents say, that no further information of the matters intendcal to be made the 
subject of prosecution, or of any partietdars of the several matters hereinbefore 
mentioned, was or were obtained by these deponents or any of them, or by the said 
defendants their respective clients, or any of them, as dejxmonts verily believe, 
until these deponents respectively obtained copies of the said indictment at the time 
in that behalf hereinafter mentioned ; say, that on the 3d, day of Novombe*!.- instant, 
the bill of indictment in this cause was submitted to the grand jiiiy, and that 
same was not returned a true bill by said jury mitil late in tlio afternoon of 
Wednesdiiy the 8th of November instant, on the evening of which day these' 
de]3oncnts received copies of same for the respective defendants ; say, the said 
indictment contains a charge of seditious cons 2 )iracy on the part of the said 
defendants, witli divers other ]iersons unknown, to raise and create discontent and 
dissalfcctloD among the Queen’s subjects, and to excite such subjects to hatred and’ 
contempt of the Government, and constitution of the roalni, and to seditious o|)posi- 
tioii to the said Govermneiit and t(j stir u]) hatred and hostility botweon dilterent 
classes of Her Majesty’s subjects, and .particularly bcHvccn the pimple of England 
and Ireland, and further to excite diseoiitont and disaffection in Her Majesty’s 
army, and by^ the holding of seditious mcGtiiigs of largo numbers of persons, to 
obtain by iiitimidatioii, and the cxliiljitioii and deinoiistratiou of great pliysicial 
force, cliange.s and alterations in the Govormuent, hws and constitution of tins 
realm ; and further, to bring into hatred and disrepute, the courts by law established 
»for the administration of justice, and diminish the coididciicc of Her Majesty’s 
subjects in tbo administration of the law in Ireland, with intent to induce them to 
withdra'w the adjudication of their difference and claims from the eognizaiico of the 
said courts of law, and to submit same to the judgment and delerminatioii of' 
tribunals to be constituted and contrived for that purpose ; and these doponeiits 
say, that the lirst count of said indictment sets forth no loss than 58 diatinct alleged 
overt acts of said alleged conspiracy, of which 43 consist of jmblic meotinga alleged 
to have been attended by vast nuniber-s of persons, exceeding in tlie whole, as stated 
in said idinctment, 3,000,000 of people ; and these de].)oncuts say, that of Biich 
meetings the immbor of 28 arc alleged by said indictment to have been held in 
diver.s place.s_ throughout tlu! several provinces in Ivelaiid, and many of them in 
remote districts thereof ;• that is to say, at Trim in the countv of Meath, at 
Mullingar in the county of Westmeath, at the city of Cork, at Longford in the county 
of Longford, at Diogluida, at Kilkenny in the county of .Kilkenny, at Mallow in tba' 
comity of Cork^ at Dundalk in the comity Lontb, at Baltiiiglass in the county of 

Wickln'''} 
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Wicklow at Clontibret in the county of Monaghan, at Tara in the county of 
■ Meath, at Loaghrea m the comity of Galway, at Clifden in the aanio comity! at 
Lismore m the comity of Waterford, at Mullaglimast in the comity of Kildare and 
other places many of the said seTcral places being at great distaimes fl-om Dublin ■ 
amUay, that at nearly all of said mootings seditions speeches are alle»-ed to hare 
been spoken by ccrtam of the said hawersers ; and these deponents say, that it is 
m and by said indictment further alleged in support of the chaigo against 
the said tiavoisera, that diTers, other seditious meetings were held at divers 
places in divers parts of Ireland, but as to the times and places at which same were 
he d 110 statement is therein made ; and say, that divers other acts and matters of a 
seditious nature are m said iiiilictmciit charged to have been done and to have 
taken jdace, bna whei, or where .loos not by (he said imlichnent appear ; and say 
that said. several meetings the times and places of holding which are specified in 
he said nidictnieiit, are ,al eged to have tahoii place during an interval eatendin..- 
from the Idth day ot lebmaiy until the 9th day of October in this present 
year ; anddicso deponents say, that at nearly all of said meetings, speeches aljcged 
m said indictment to have been of a seditions nature are stated and set forth 
in the saidindictme.it as having been made, and that many of the speeches so 
a eged to have boon made by some of the traversers do not appear, and are not 
alleged or pretended to have been made in the presence or hearing of the 
others; and these deponents say, -the said William Ford, Peirce Maliony, John 
hpamain Cantwell and Peter IVPEvoy Gartlan say,-which tills deponent 
Jhomas Reilly behoves to be true, that immediately upon obtaining copies of the 
said indictment, ami ascertaining the nature of the charges therein set forth, these 
dejwiients proceeded w-itliout delay to institute inquiries at the dilforeiit places 
III Ireland wliere the said alleged meetings are by said indictment stated to have 
taken place, with a view to obtain as speedy as possible the evideneo necessary to 
the defence of the .said defendants ; and these deponents say, that they have since 
been ni coilimmiicatioii with, and have received information material for the said 
defence,^ and bearing strongly upon the charges in the said indictment, from per- 
sons resident in most of said places in which said meetings are alleged to have 
taken place; and these deponents say, that such information has led to still further 
inquiry, and rendered it essential that they should in the discharge of their pro- 
fessional duty continue and extend such communications, which they have done 
and are doing a-ceoriiingly, with, as they believe, important advantage to the said 
defendants in the fair and bond fide investigation of facts ami preparation for the 
defence of said defcndaiita ; and these deponents say, that even if the prosecution 
in tms cause had been confined to tlio charges the particulars of which are speci- 
hed in the said indictment, these deponents ivould not have been able by any 
possible diligence or activity to have been prepared sooner than next Hilarr 
term to meet those charges, from their numbers, their peculiar character, and the 
amoi.iit and variety of evidence which these deponents are advised and helieve it 
would be necessary to offer on the trial of the said defomlaiits in answer to the 
charges in the said indictment ; hut deponents say, that, on the contraiy, they have 
been apprized that it is not intended that said charges shall be so confined, for 
these deponiints say, that having been advised that it was necessary for the 
cieteiico of the said defendants that they should obtain full particulars of the 
charges on which it was intended to rely in said prosecution, these deponents 
respectively caused notice of applications to the court for particulars of such 
chaiges to bo served on the Crown solicitor on the 11th of November instant, 
or luesday the 14tb of November instant; and these deponents say, tliat a paper 
purporting to^ be a bill of particulars of said charges was furnished to those depo- 
nents respectively late on the night of the 13th or early in the morning of fho 14th 
instant ; and these deponents say, that by such bill of particulars these depo- 
nents were for the first time apprized, that in addition to the several matters and 
things set out in the said infomiations, and the first count of said indictment, com- 
prising, amongst others, the several meetings and speeches hereinbefore referred 
0, It is intended by the Crown to give in evidence in support of the proseeutibii 
he several speeches made, the several resolutions moved or adopted, the several 
acts done, the letters and documents read, and the several other proceedings which 
declined or took place at each and every of the several meetings in said first count 
Specihed or referred to, and also any entries of the several proceedings made by 
the sa.id defendants or any of them, or by the directions of them or any of them, 
and also the manner and order in which the peiaoils comprishig said several meet- 
39,1. B 
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nigs respectively went thereto; and further, that it is hy said bill of paitieulars 
stated to he also intended to give in ovideiiee on the part of the Crown in sup. 
port of said prosecution the several speeches made, the resolntions proposed or 
adopted, the acts done, the letters and other documents read, and the several pro 
ccediugs which occurred or took place at each of several meetings in said bill of 
particuiars specified, amounting in the whole to the number of 4t) meetino-s, not 
alluded to or mentioned either in the said informations or the said indictment ; and 
say, that 24 of said last-mentioned meetings are alleged to have been held at divers 
places throughout the country districts of Ireland, and many of them in remote 
places, at great distances from Dublin, and in particular that several of said meet 
ings arc in said hill of particulars alleged to have l)ecn hold, among other places at 
Limerick iii the county of Limerick, at Sligo in the county of Sligo, at Charle- 
villc in the county of Cork, at Cashel in the county nf d’jpptu’ary, at •Ennis in 
the county of Clare, at Atlilone in the county of llosconimon and Westmeath 
at Skibbereen in the county of Cork, at the town of Galway, at Tullamore in 
the King’s county, at Tuam in the county of Galway, at Maryborougli in tha 
Queen’s county, aud at Koscommon in the county of Iloscommori, as by said bill 
of particulars ; it further appears to be intended to give in evidenco in support of 
said prosecution, the holding of and all the proceedings and acts of certain assem- 
blies in said bill of particulars alleged to be styled courts of arbitration, and to 
have been held at Blackrnck and Rathminos in the county of Dublin, and also in the 
cityofDublirt,andalsoatLiTneriek,in the months of August, September and October 
in the present year, and of the persons therein described as professing to act as arbi- 
trators in said alleged courts ; and those deponents say, that it also further appearsby 
the said hill of particulars that the said several meetings therein specified are 
alleged to have been held during the interval Iroin the 22d of March until the Cth of 
November in the present yeai- ; and say, that live of said meetings are alleged to 
have been held since the said defendants were required to enter into recognizances 
to answer for the said alleged conspiracy, aud one of same being a meetinn- alleged 
to have been held since the time when the said bill of indictment was sent before 
the grand jury in the jiiresent terra ; deponents say, that wholly indepeudeut of 
said meetings in said indictment and hill of particulars respectively mentioned, and 
which appear to exceed 90 in number, extending over a period of nearly nine 
months, tlie said indictment and bill of particulars resjiectivoly set forth and 
specify many other charges and matters of various facts intended to be relied on 
and made the subject of evidence in support of said prosecution, and in particular ' 
that the said defendants have collected huge sums of money, not only in Ireland, 
but from the inhabitants of foreign countries and the subjects of foreign states, for 
t ie purpose of such alleged conspiracy ; and say, that the difficulties of preparing for 
defence m the prosecution, arc generally increased by the fact that several of 
the said defendants do not appear, and are not alleged or charged to have taken 
part many of the said meetings and other proceedings specified or set forth in 
tie said iiiformations, indictment and bill of particulai-s respectively, and have no 
personal knowledge whatever of such alleged meetings or proccetlings, and in that 
respect as deponents are advised and believe, the defence of eacdi imrticnlar de- 
fendant must be not only separate and distinct, but in many instances wholly or 
essentially different from the rest of the others of sai«l defendants ; and further say, 
that such difficulties as aforesaid have been still further increased by the circum- 
stances that the mimes of the several witnesses produced and examined before the 
grand jury iii support of the said bill of indictment have been withheld from the 
defendants' ; and these deponents have been thereby compolled to make arrange- 
monts for the production of a much lai'ger body of evidence than would otherwise 
avc been necessary, with respect not only to the particular facts tod details of 
nf connected therewith, and 

S])eec hes of the several pei-sons who took part in such proceedings, 
bu also with respect to the means of knowledge and the statements respecting same, 
dpnnnp^t™^ ^ conduct of cacli and evoiy person whom these 

tL? n ^ sufficient reason to believe will be produced to give evidence 

reflTiPPtln support of said prosecution, of an, unfair or dishonest nature 

Snr, , O'- “7 of tl'om. calculated to prejudice the said de- 

that these deponents say, they are advised and believe 

tiHPir' in ^ J'^ospee ive of the particular and separate defence so rendered neces- 
■LWd,,feir!!7 for each of the said defendants in this prosecution, it is 

absolutely necessary for the defence of the said defendants genmliy that these 

defendants 
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dcfemlante sDmldbeiu’eparedwtli evidence as to the trao nambers, diameter 
conduct aud demeanor of the persons assembled at, and other circumstances con- 
nected with, each and every of the meetings in the said informations, indictments 
and bill of particulars respectively specified or referred to, and that they should 
also be prepared vvitll evidence as to the several speeches made, the several 
resolutions proposed or adopted, the several acts done, the several letters and 
documonts read, and tlie several proceediiig-s which occurred or took place at 
each and every of tjie said several meetings; and further, that they should he 
prepared with evidence as to the object, character aud effects of the said several 
meetings, the said speeches so made, the resolutions so proposed or adopted and 
the said acts so done thereat ; and those deponents say, they verily helicve that if 
ime be afforded until the 1st of February next for tho ne™s,sary preparation for 
the trial of the said defendants, they will be able to procure sncli ivideacc for said 
defence; and these dqionents say, that since they received copies of the said 
indictments and hill of particulars, they have caused inquiries to be instituted and 
proeecdings to he taken in the various districts of the country iu which the meetings 
aforesaid are alleged to have been held, and that they have procured iiiformatirai 
to sonie extent material for the preparation of the defence, and say that they have 
beoii in the manner aforesaid and otlicrwise actively and almost oxobisivelv 
employed, since they were retained as attoniies for the said defence, in the col- 
lecting such information and in preparing such defence, but have found it utterly 
miposHible, With the utmost diligence, to procui-e the necessary information or 
complete tlio ammgementB which they are advised aud believe are essential to 
the said defence ; and these deponents say, that from the number of local inquiries 
winch tJiey are advisee] and believe it will be necessary for them to make iier- 
sonally aud otherwise at and in the neighbourliood of each and. every of the 
several places at which the several meetings aforesaid are alleged to have been 
held throughout Ireland, and from the number of witnesses whom it will bo 
necessary to examine, and the immense body of evidence, both oral and in nu-itino- 
winch must be collected, digested and arranged, it would be wholly impo^sibfe 
tor those said deponents to be prepared for trial before the said 1 st day of 
February next ; and these deponents say, they arc able to state upon their oaths 
that it the said trials he postponed until the said 1st day of February, there will be 
during the progress of said trial a great saving of the public time, inasmuch 
as these deponents and the counsel of the said traversers will have an opiior- 
tuuity of maturely considering, selecting and arranging the evidence necessary 
and material for the defence, which they believe it would be wholly impossible to do 
m a satisfactory or safe manner at an earlier period than said 1st February; 
and say, that if said trial be pressed on in the present imarranged and imper- 
lect . state ol the materials for the defence, it is utterly impossible to anticipate 
or foresee with any degree of accuracy the length of time which will be con- 
sumed by said trial ; and these deponents submit that this is a prosecution 
without precedent or parallel in this country, in the extent of its details, the 
number of facts and circumstances which it proposes for investigation, ' and 
the difficulties of^ preparation and arrangement in which it involves the defen- 
dants, aud that it should not therefore be dealt with as in ordinaiy cases, 
nor the defendants be limited to the time and ojiportimity for preparing tlieir 
defence, which in. ordinary cases would be sufficient, and that they cannot 
be so limited without most serious injuiy to them, amounting to a denial of justice ; 
and these deponents say, that this affidavit is not, nor is the application in- 
tended to be founded thereon, made for the purpose of any unnecessaiy or 
vexatious (lolay, but bond fide for the purpose of having a fair trial of the de- 
lendants in this prosecution, and that these deponents may have time to make 
preparation for the defence of their said clients. 



Sworn before me at the Queen’s Bench Office, 
this 23d ay of November 1843. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 
William Ford, Attorney. 

Received 23d November 1843. 



William Ford. 
Thomas Reilly. 
Peirce Makony. 

J. M. Cantv)cll, 
Peter WF. Gartlan. 
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Affidavit of li. Fexion, sworn 23d and filed 24tli November 1843. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, John 
Gray, Ridiai’d Barrett, Thomas Mathew Ray, Charles Gavaii Dufly, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, Reverend Thomas Tierney. 

Hercules Pei'ton, of No. 3, Jaelcson’s-eourt, Lower Mount-street, in the 
city of Dublin, gentleman, maketh oath and saith, that he has read the Schedules 
numbered 2 and 3, annexed to the afiidavit of Ihurct^ Mahony, esquire, 
made in this cause, and tliis day filed, and saith, tliat ho has made the calculations 
therein respectively contained, so far as same relates to St. Bteplieii’s ward, and 
the parish therein contained, and in said Schedules, mimboved 2 and 3, named ^ 
and saith, that the calculations therein contained resi)ecting said several wai'dg 
and parishes respectively are, to the best of this dej>onunt’s knowledge, infor- 
mation, computation and belief, true and con’cct iu every particular. 

Her. Fexton. 

Sworn before me this 23d day of November 1843, 
at my house in Hareourt-street. 

W. Bourne, Clerk Crown. 

Peirce IMahony, Attorney. 

Received 24th November 1843. 



Affidavit of W. i^orr/ and J. M. Cantwell, sviorn and filed iCtli April 1844. 



Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen agomst Daniel O’Coimell, Jolm O’Connell, Thomas Steole, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 

William Ford, of No. 26, Arran-quay, iu the city of Dublin, and John M‘Na- 
mara Cantwell, of Bolton-atreet, in said city, gentlemen, attoriiies, make oath 
and say, each for himself, and not one for the other, tliat the bill of indictment 
in this cause was sent before the grand jury on or about the 3<1 day of November 
1840, and that same was returned a true bill on or about Wednesday the 
8th (lay of said month of November 5 and deponents say, that on or about 
the 22d day of said month of Novemher, the traversers’ phms of not guilty were 
filed ill the ]n'0]ier office of this court, and that thoreupoi), a notice was served 
on the traversers in this case on behalf of the Crown, selting forth that an 
application would be made to the court for leave to apjioiiit tlic 11th day of 
December, in the succeeding vacation, for the commencement of a trial at bar 
of said cause, and that immoijiately upon receiving said notice, a cross notico 
was served upon the Crown _ solicitor, William kemmis, ou behalf of said 
traversers, to the effect that, instead of a day in said vacation being appointed 
aor said trial, an application would be made by counsel on behalf of said traversers, 
that said trial should be appointed to talco. place on the 1st day of Fehraary 
in the year 1844, or upon such day in the then ensuing Hilary term, or in 
the vacation subsequent thereto, as the court should be pleased to appoint, 
upon the grounds that the jurors’ book of the city of Dublin for the yeai- 
1843 WITS not constituted in accordance with the provisions of the statutes in 
such case made and provided, and also on the ground that the several lists of 
persons qualified to serve on juries in tho city of Dublin woro at that time 
under course of revision, in conformity witli tlio Act of tho 3d & 4th Will. 4, 
c. 91, before the Right honourable tho Recorder of the city of Dublin, 
whereby it was anticipated that a new and a more perfect list of jurors would 
be found for the year 1844, and wliioh new list, it was expected, would be 
completed before the commencement of said Hilary term 1844, together with 
other grounds and reasons stated in said notice ; and deponents say, that such 
ap])lication was grounded on several affidavits mentioned in said notice, and, 
amongst other things, an affidavit of Peirce Mahony, who then was, and has 
still continued to be, the attorney of John O’Connell, one of the traversers to 
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this cause, sworn in the c<ause and filed in tlir. a: . 

on the 2SiI day of said month of November, and' wlih*'^ thefe 

refer, and which deponents believe contain ^ trrfe “tata“L of ^ 

matters and things therein set forth; these deponents furtlier sev r™ 

tioiis were made according to the said notice and cr s r *‘PPl>=“- 

behaif of the Crown amf on brihalf of X tra™ mm ■»teos by counsei on 
the court made an order tliat said trial shonld eoLnenc/on’fe’lbXdarof 
Jannarythen next ensmng, bemg the first Monday in Hilary ten^ n the nre 
sent year, and not on the 11th day of Deeemhor,\s desired on behairof the 
&own by Her Majesty’s Attorney-general ; and deponents say, that t y veX 
beheve that said trial was so postponed as aforesaid by the cmnrt o the 16 h 
of .lamiary, by reason of the imperfect state of the iiirors’ Imol- ll % ri 
special jury list for the city of Dublin for tlie said yea.a848, Xin thS 
irom the new list, which it was hoped would be fairly and egally constl uted 
a lair and lyrtia jury might he selected; and dejinnents L,X Xae 
26th day of November last past, an order for a special jury to ^ the issL t 
this cause was made on the application of the Crown, upon wh4 oeeXn it 
was stated by counsel, when malcing such motion, that the said jury ivas to be 
taken from the list of special jui-ors for the year 1844; and deponents sav that 
on or about the 14th day of November last past, several prooLdings were had 
m open court before the Recorder of the city of Dublin, pursuant toThe s atntes 
111 sneh cases made and provided in relation to the revision of the jurors’ bool 
and to the right of persons being placed on said jurors’ book and o'n the special 
jmy panel of the city ol Dublin for the year 1844; and deponents say said 
pioceedmgs^ termma,tod and said adjiidioations were completed in openXurt 
on or about the 23d day of November; and deponents say, that althoLh from 
and aftor the said 2otli day of November aforesaid, it was matter of publk 
notoiiety that the trial of tlie traversers in this cause was to be by a speoiaf jury 

tt“14h7av of f ”"77 trialw4to be lLd7n 

tlic 15tU day of January, and that, m point of law, the jury process shouhl Iip 
delivered to _tlie sheriff six days previous to tlmt day, yet that tlie list of names 
of jurors which the said Recorder was bound to return to the cleric of the peace 
pursuaiit to the statute m such case made and provided, w^as not delivered by the 
Recorder to the said clerks of the peace until the 28th day of December last • 

7red?n7r‘77’X*”f ™d believe, was delil 

veredto the fehenii on the next clay; deponents further say, that a copy of a 

siimmons was sorvecl on these deponents on or about the 24tli clay of December to 
to ,’7 f " “ Wednesday the 3d dayof Jannhy 

Re Ln i , ‘he service of the said notice, and previous to 

the Re 7 ‘'7 frequent applications wore made to the sheriff and to 

t e shenff’s clerk by tlie directions and authority of these deponents, for a copy of 
tno said special jurors’ list, ivliich said several applications were refused by the said 
slienfi, contrary, as clepoiierits believe, to the practice of the said sheriff’s 
nilice ; and deponents say, that they attended before the officer on the 8cl day of 
Jmiuaiy pursuant to said summons, when clepcment, William Ford, on the part of 
■of 7*“ 7 O’Conuoll and the other solicitors, remonstrated against the striking 

01 the special Jury, on the ground that the traversers had been refused a copy of 

on iioT"if " f ™'' so-D on said occasion, counsel attended 
oehalt of tiio Crown and of the traversers, and that the time for striking the 
aut special jury was, by the consent of the counsel for the Crown, postponed until 
. “ o'o™ ne='* day ; and tliat the said counsel for the Crown also consented lliat 

m the meantime, tlie said sheriff sliould cause the said sub-sheriff to read out a 
opy ot the said special jurors’ list to a person on behalf of the traversers and a 
Tn uelialf of the Crown, and thus enable tliose persons simultaneously to 

ako two copies of the said special jurors’ list; and deponents say, that said 
py was not completed and obtained by traversers’ attorney until about eight 
evening of the said 3d day of January, being the night before the 
d'pL ^ striking of the. jury had been postponed as aforesaid ; 

ponents say, that in order to obtain infonnation as to the persons on said 
pecial jurors list, to enable the said attomies for the traversers to make a 
proper selection when reducing the 48 names which should he selected from 
aiu list; said special jurors’ list was published in the Freeman’s Journal 
ewspaper of the morning of the 4th day of Januaiy, being the morning of the 
y n which the juiy was to be balloted for ; and deponents say, that when the 
K 3 several 
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several attornies for tlie traversers met at tbeir eliaml^ers iu the morning of tlio 
said day, several persons came to them, informing them of tlie omission of various 
names from said special jurors’ list, whose right and eligibility to be on said list 
had been adjudged by the Recorder ; and deponents say, that n])oii inquiry they 
found that the names of a large miiiiber of persons, exceeding, as deponents have 
heard and believe, the number of GO, entitled to ho on said special jm-y list, and 
declared to be so by said Recorder, were in point of fact omitted from said special 
jury list; and deponents say, that they verily believe that, out of said names so 
omitted as aforesaid, a groat pro])ortion are persons professing the Roman Catholic 
religion, and, as evidence thereof, these dejionciits ref<3r to the fact that, out of 
the 15 persons residents of St. Audeon’s parish, whose claims had been respec- 
tively adjudged upon by the said Recorder, ns persons eutil.Icd to be on the said 
special jurors’ list, and whoso names ought to liuvo appeared thermipon, and who 
are nevertheless omitted therefrom, 13 are persons professing the Roman Catholic 
religion, whose names are as follows Nicholas James Callrey, Hugh Duffy, 
James Egan, Charles Egan, George Faulkner, Thomas Egan, Nathamol Halbert 
Bernard Martin, Nicholas Martin, Thomas Murray, James Reilly, Thomas 
"Wliite, and Sylvester Young ; and deponents say, that they then conceived, and 
are still conscientiously of opinion, that the omission of said names was fraudulently 
done, for the purpose of diminishing the chance of having any person ])rofessing 
the Roman Catholic religion on the jury to try this case, and for the piu-pose 
of prejudicing the tj-aversers hi this cause, and that it did in fact prejudice 
them upon said trial ; and deponents believe tluit, in (consequence thereof, 
the traversers have not had a fair trial in this case; and doponeiit, William 
Ford, for himself says, that after obtaining said information he proceeded 
before the officer, and there acting on Ms said conscientious conviction, he 
expressed Ins opinion and belief that the said omission was fraudulent, and then 
and there stated the names of several of the persons who were so omitted, and 
who were then, as the fact w'as, in attendance, ready to ])rovo such omission, 
and that they had admitted as qualified and adjudged liable to serve as special 
jurors ; and deponent, William Ford, says, that such was the truth in reference 
to the names then and there mentioned by deponent ; but deponents say that, 
notwithstanding said statements of Ksaid. William Ford, the Crown counsel then 
and there insisted on the officer proceeding to ballot for the jury from said 
imperfect and, as deponent believes, fraudulently mutilated list, whereupon this 
deponent, William Ford, protested against the said officer proceeding with the 
said ballot, and handed in a written protest which he tlien hud prepared and 
signed in the Crown Office, and to which deponent refers ; and deponent, William 
lord, saith, he did not further interfere in said ballot ; and deponents say, that 
the said ballot was . proceeded with, notwithstanding doponont, William Ford’s, 
said protest, and notwithstanding a verbal protest by the two other attornies who 
then attended on behalf of the other ti’aversers ; and dcqioncnts say, that on said 
occasion 48 names were drawn, (Joui])reliending, as this deponent believes, the 
names of 11 persons wlio profess the Roman Catlmlic religion ; and that on the 
5th day of January, Mr. Kemmis, who acted on behalf of the Cro^vn, struck 
out, as deponent has heard and believes, the name of every Roman Catholic 
arid Liberal Protestant who was on said list, with the exeei»tion of one person/ 
who was supposed to entertain opinions not hostile to the Roman Catholics of 
this country, so that no Roman Catholic or Liberal Protestant's name, save as 
aforesaid, was left on the panel returned to try said cause ; and deponents say, 
that on tlie 5th day of Januaiy, deponent, William Ford, did not attend before 
the said officer, and that on the said day, deponent, John M‘Namara Cantwell, 
acting on behalf of John Gray and Richard Barrett, two of the traversers in 
the cause, made, and Peirce Mahony, acting on behalf of John O’Connell, handed 
m a protest on belialf of their said clients against the striking of said jury; 
deponents further say, that they have lieard and believe the same to be true ; 
that on the jury who were afterwards sworn to try the said cause, eight were 
persons wlm had from pai'ty feelings voted against tlio said Daiiiol O'Connell 
at tlie elections of the said city of Dublin, and say that they have been informed, 
do believe, that the entire 12 jurors ai-e opposed to the said Daniel 
U Connell and the other traversera on political opinions, and strongly prejudiced 
apinst them on account of their politics, and particularly so against such of 
them as are Roman Catholics, because of their religion ; and that, therefore, 
theyn-erc, and are, unfit jurors to try the said Daniel O’Connell and the other 

traversers 
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of said jm-ors Ilcm-y Thompson, Iiacl been town coimcillor of tl,o citv of Dublin 
and as such attended a a debate as to sending a petition to Parliament from 
the Coipoiation of Dublin praying for a Repeal of the Legislative Union, and 
that said Henry lliompson took an aotive part and acted as teller on that occa- 
»n aga, ns the mo ion for sending of said petition, as this deponent, William 
Ford, recollects and believes, and seconded a motion proposed by said town 
councilloi Tlionias, wind was m the following words “ That believing that the 
agita ion of the Repeal of tlie Legislative Union of England and Ireland is 
calcnlated to interfere vvith the prosperity of Ireland, and, if snccessfnl, would 
eventuate in the dismemberment of the British Empire and the cousequeiit ruin 
of Ireland vve feel oiir, selves bound, liy eveiy feeling of loyalty to oiir Queen and 
regard for the interests of our country, to declare our determination to support 
and maintain, Ip every means m onr power, the Legislative Union between Great 
Britain ami Irelaml; and deponed, John M‘Namara Cantwell, says, and whicli 

the said William Ford believes to bo true, that the imson why the said Henry 
Thompsons name was left on pid panel by the said John ILNamara Cantwell 
was, because there were 12 other names on said list of 48, of wliose preiudices 
against the said traversers he. said Jnliii M’Namara Cantwell, had still stronger 
gromids; deponents say, that they have been informed, and believe the same 
to be true, that many of the names omitted in the special jurors’ list arc to 
be found in the jurors book, but without tlie qualification being annexed, which 
of right would compel the sheriff to place them on the special jurors’ list- 
ppoiionts say, that on the swearing of the said jury a person was summoned 
to serve as a s|iecial juror in this case by the name of John Riohy, wlio stated 
in court, according to the fact and truth, as dejionents believe,’ that his name 
wasJolm Jason Rigby; and deponents sa,y, that on said ballot no siicli name 
as John Jason Rigby was drawn to serve on such special jury, and that not- 
wftliatanding siml declaration, said jicrson was sworn by the name of John 
Ihghy, and not by Ills true name of John .luson Rigby; and say. that said John 
Jason Rigpg so^ sworn by the name of John Rigby, was one of the jurors who 
tried the issue m tliis cause ; deponents further say, that by an order of this 
court made on the 13th day of January last, all the days after said Hilary term 
up to the first day of Easter tonn were made days of Hilary term for the 
purpose of the toial in this cause ; and say, that in jinrsnance of said last-men. 
tioned order, said trial was carried on from day to day up to the 12th day of 
February last, on which day same tonninated ; dojioiients say, that they are 
advised that in coiiscqiujiice thereof there bus been a mis-trial ; and these depo- 
neii H say, that during tht! trial of this (Muise, -which continued from the 16th 
lay ot January last to the 13th day of February, the jurors imponiielled to 
toy the same were allowed on each evening, save and except the evening of 
baturday and Sunday preceding the bringing in of the verdict, to separate one 
irom the other arid return to their respective homes, and that during the pro- 
gress of tho said trial several articles were published in the Dublin Evening 
lacket and Dublin Evening Mail newspapers, which were calcidatod to prodnee 
an nnfavonraWo impression upon the minds of the said jurors against the said 
I etendants, and to lead them to find a verdict of guilty against the said defen- 
1 an a , and doponents say, said newspajiers were In a large circulation within 
the county of the city of Dublin, and that the said jurors had full opportunity 
Of rending the said newspapers, and the said articles therein contained, during 
the progress of the said trials. 

William Ford. 

J. M. Cantwell. 

Sworn before me this lOth rlny of April 1844, 
at the Crown Office, Qiuieii’s Boneli. 

W, Bourne, Clerk Crown. 



m- 
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Ai-’FIDAvit of IK Ford, J. M. Cantwell and T. lieilhj, sworn and filed 
IGth April 1844. 



Queen’s Bench, Ciwn vSkle. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray,' Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 



William Ford, of No. 20, Arran-qnay, attorney for Daniel O’Connell; John 
M‘Namara Cantwell, of No. 18, Boltoii-strcet, attorney for Richard Barrett, 
Thomas Mathew Ray ami John Gr<ay; and Thomas Reillij, No. 40, Dominick- 
street, attorney for the Rev. Thomas Tierney, all in the city of Dublin; maketh 
oath and saith, each for himself, ^nd not one for tlio other, and the said 
William Ford and John M‘Namara Cantwell say, that on the morning of the 4th 
daymf January last, the day on which the ballot for a jury to try the issue in this 
cause waa to be had, was the jieviod at which they or either of them became for the 
first time aware of, or w'ere informed that there had been any omission whatsoever 
of the names of pereons, or of the name of any person From the general list, or 
from the jurors’ hook for the comity of the city of Dublin for the year 1844, whose 
qualification or qualifications to be on the said sj)ecial Jury list for said city, 
for said year, had been adjudicated upon and allowed by the Recorder of the 
city of Dublin on the revision of the jurors’ list fur the year 1844, which 
had been held in open court in the month of November last past; and the 
said Thomas Reilly for himself saith, that lie was not aware of the omi.ssion of 
said names until after the said 4th day of Jmniary, being absent from Dublin 
on said day ; and the said William Ford, .lolin M'Namara Cant well and Thomas 
Reilly say, ami each for himself saith, and not one for the other, that the said 
omission of the said several persons’ names from the yaul general list, and from 
the said special jury panel and jurors’ book as aforesaid, was without the know- 
ledge, consent, privity, contrivance, suggestion or sanction, direct or indirect, of 
them, the said William Ford, John jVTNamara Cantwell or Thomas Reilly, or of 
any of them, or of any person or persons acting for them or any of them, or with 
their or any or either of their privity, or in any way whatsoever, by their or 
either of their authority, or on their or either of their bduilf ; and these depo- 
nents say, each for himself, and not one for the other, that they or either of them 
had not, directly or indirectly, any communication whatsoever with George 
Magratb, the clerk, in the office of the clerks of the peace of tho city of 
Dublin, who, it is alleged on the part of the Crown, had tho custody of the 
said jurors’ lists, as so adjudicated on by the said Recorder, or :i,ny other cleik 
Or person in the said office, or elsewhere, in relation to same, in order to 
induce the said George Magrath, or any otlier person •whatsoever, to omit said 
names or ^any of them, or any other name fr<nu said general li.st, special jury 
panel and jurors’ book aforesaid, or to omit or alter, in. making uj> said general list 
or jurors’ book, the qualification of said persons so omitted to be special jurors on 
said general list, or to omit the qualification of any person whatsoever from said 
list, or in anywise to tamper or improperly deal -with samr^, or alter, change or 
amend the aame; and these deponents say, that they verily believe that the 
omission of the names was not by accident, but was the effect and result of 
design and contrivance, to prejudice the traversers ; and these deponents say, 
that Peirce Maliony, esquire, attorney for John O’Connell, one of tho traversers, 
IS at jirescnt in London, and Peter M‘Evny Gnrtlaii, gentleman, attorney for 
the said Charles Gavan Duffy, is at lu’csent in Dundalk, as deponents believe ; 
and say, they have reason to expect that affidavits similar to tho present in 
substance and effect, .sworn by them, will be In ^Dublin on or before Thui-sday 
next, and will then be put upon the files of this honourable court upon 
that day, . 



Sworn before me this 10th day of April 1844, 
at the Cro-wn Office, Inns-quay. 

-.r.,,. ^ W. Bourne, ChvkCvovfu 

William Ford, Attorney. 

Received ICfch April 1844. 



William Ford. 
J. M. Cantwell 
Thomas Reilly- 



Affidavit 
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Affidavit a( Daniel O' Connell, sworn and filed leth April 1844. 

Qdeen’s Bunch, Crown Side. 

O’Connell, .Tolm O’Connoll, John Gray, Thomas 

Darnel 0 Connell, of Merrioii-sqnare, in the city of Diihliii, Member of Parlia- 
ment, a traverser m tins cause, makotli oath and saith, that it ia untrue that this 
depmmnt at the times and places in the indictment h, this c“thal 
mentioned, or at any other time, or at any other place, or at all, did combine ■ 
inspire, confederate and agree with the said defendants, ,lolm O’Connell, Thomas 
^‘“““Steele, Charles Gavan Duffy, Richard Barrett, 
the Reverend riiomas Tierney, or any or either of them, or with any other person 
or persons whatsoever, for the pni-poses or with the objects, or for any of he 
purposes or with any of the objects in said iiidietmont siated, or that any illevai 
conspnacy of any kind was over formed or entered into or subsisted betwe“eu 
H is doponen am the siud .lohii O’Connell, Thomas Mathew Ray, John Gray 
Tliomas Steele, Ciimlos Gavan Dufly, Richard Barrett, the Revirend Tliomas 
TiLmey, oi any of them, or any person or persons whatsoever ; and deponent 
saith that It was not until suhsequeilt to the morning of the 4th day of January 
last the day oil which the ballot for a jury to try the issue in this cause was 
to be had, that tins deponent became aware of, or was informed that there had 
bcea any omission whatsoever of the names of persons, or of the name of any 
person from the general list, or from the .special jurors’ list, or ftom the juroitf 
bookot aie county of the city of Dublin for the year 1844, whose qualification 
or qiiahhcntioiis to he on the said special jury list for said county for said year 
had been adjudicated upon and allowed by the Recorder of the city of Dublin 

on the revision of the jurors’ list for thoyea,r 1844, which had been held in open 

court 111 the nioiith of November then last past ; and deponent saith, he has since 
heard, and behoves it to be true, that many names had been omitted from the 
general list and from the special jury panel for the county of the city of Dublin 
ought to have been inserted thereupon ; and deponent 
positively saith that the omission of the said several persons’ names from the said 
general list and from the said special jury list, or from either of them as a&re- 
saia, was without the knowledge, consent, privity, contrivance, suggestion or 
sane ion, direct or indirect, of this deponent, or of any person, or persons actmff 
or im or with him, or in any way whatsoever by liis authority, or on his behalf, 
or with hia privity ; and deponent positively saith, that he has not had, directly 
or m^rectly, any communication whatsoever with George Magrath, the clerk in 
the otiice of the dorks of the peace for the county of the city of Dublin, who, it 
18 alli^ed on the part of the Crown, had the custody of the said jury list adju- 
dicated on by the said llooovder, or any other clerk or person in the said office or 
e sewhere, in relation to the same, in order to induce the said George Magrath, 
or any other person whatsoever, to omit said names or any of them, or any other 
name whatsoever from said general list, special jury list or jurors’ book as aforoi^ 
m , or to omit or alter, in making up said general list or jurors’ book, the ouoli- 
ca ion of said persons so adjudicated on by said Recorder as aforesaid, or to omit 
e qualification of any persona whatsoever from said list, or in anywise to tamper 
or improperly deal with same, or to alter, damage or amend the same ; and 
eponent saith, that ho verily believes that the omission, of the said names was 
no by accident, but was the eflfect and result of design and contrivance, to pre- 
judice this deponent upon this trial. 

Daniel O'Connell, 

Sworn before me at the Crown Office, on the Inns- 
quay, Dublin, this 16th day of April 1844. 

IV alter Bourne^ Clerk Crown, 

William Ford, Attorney. 

Received 16th April 1844. 
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COPIES OF AFFIDAVITS Fn.ED IN THE CAUSE OF 



Affidavit oi John O'Connell^ sworn and filed iGlh April 1844. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew 
Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Thomas Tierney and Richard Barrett. 

John 0’Co7inell, of Derrynaiie cottage, in the county of Dublin, Member of 
Parliament, a traversor in this cause, maketh natli and saitli, that it is untrue that 
this deponent, at the times and places in tlio imlictment in this cause hi that 
behalf mentioned, or at any other platie, or at all, did combine, conspire, confederate 
and agree with the said Daniel O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray, 
Chai’les Gavan Dully, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gmy, Richard Barrett, or 
any of them, or with any other person or persons whatsoover, for tlic purposes or 
with the objects, or for any of the purposes or with any of the objects in said 
indictment stated, or that any illegal conspiracy of any kind was ever formed or 
entered into or subsisted between this deponent and thc', said Daniel O’Connell, 
Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas 
Tierney, John Gray, Richard Bairett, or any of them, or any person or persons 
whatsoever ; and deponent saith, that it was not until subsequent to the meeting 
of the 4th day of January last, tlio day on which the ballot for the jury to try the 
issue ill this cause was to be had, that this deponent bocame aware of or was 
informed that there had been any omission whatsoever of the ininios of persons or 
of the name of any person from tlie general list, oi: from the s]) 0 cial jurors’ list, or 
from the jurors’ book of the county of the city of Dublin, for tlie year 1844, wliose 
qualification or qualifications to bo on the said special jury list for said county for 
said year had been adjudicated upon and allowed by the Recorder of the city of 
DuhUn on the revision of the jurors’ list for the year 1844, which had been held in 
open court in the month of November then last past ; and deponent saith, he has 
since heard, and believes it to be true, that many names have been omitted from 
the general list, and from the special jury panel for the county of tlio city of 
Dublin, for the year 1.84.4, which ought to have been inserted thereupon; and 
deponent positively saith, that the omission of the said several persons’ names 
from the said general list, and from tho special jm'y list, or from cither of them as 
aforesaid, was without the knowledge, consent, privity, contrivance, suggestion or 
sanction, direct or indirect, of this deponent, or of any person or persons acting for 
him or with him, or in any way whatsoever by his authority, or on liis behalf, or 
with his privity ; and deponent positively saith, that he has not had, directly or 
iudirectly, any communication whatsoever with George Magrath, the clerk in the 
office of the clerks of the peace for the county of the city of Dublin, who, it- is 
.alleged on the part of the Crown, had tlio custody of the said jurors’ lists, adjudi- 
cated on by the said Recorder, or a.ny other clerk or person in the said office or 
elsewhere in relation to the same, in order to induce the said George Magrath, or 
any other person whatsoever, to omit said names, or any of them, or any other 
name whatsoever from said general list, special jury list, or jurors’ book as afore- 
said, or to omit or alter, in making up said general list or jurors’ boolc, the qualir 
fication of said pereoiis so adjudicated on by said Recorder as aforesaid, or to omit 
the qualification of any persons whatsoever from said list, or in anywise to tamper 
or imiiroperly deal with same, or to. alter, damage or amend the same; and 
deponent saith, that he verily believes that the omission of the said names was not 
by accident, but was the effect and result of design and contrivance, to prejudice 
this deponent upon this trial ; and deponent believes that he was in fact so ]irer 
judiced thereby. 

John O'Connell 

Sworn before me, at my office on the Inns-quay, 

Dublin, this 16th day of April 1844. 

Walter BournetCV&. (Jlo^'nx> 

Peirce Mahony,. Attorney. 

Received 16th April 1844. ■’ . ' 
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ArnDAViT of Thomas Steele, sworn and filed 16tli April 1844. 
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Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Cmmell, John O’Connell Tl,mn„„ at i 
SnSra“:n;nIiS::dS I^o-nd Thomas Tfernt 

cause maketh oath and ^La^^tir'll S nntrneto ais'^dqmnennX" 
and places m the nidietmeiit m this cause in that hohalf rnentionml. or at any 
other time, or at any o her place, or at all, did comhine, conspire, confederate and 
PSrec wi I the said defendants, Daniel O’Council, John O’Connell Thoinrs 
Mathew Bay, Charles Gavau Duffy, Reyercnd Thomas Ticriioy, John ’Gray and 
Richard Barrett, or any of thorn, or yvith any other person or praons wdiatLeyer 
ferthejrurposes, or with the objects, or for any of tho purposes, or with any of 
the objects m said indictment stated, or that any illegal conspikey of any kind 
was ever fonned or entered into or subsisted betwicen this deponent and the ss d 
Daniel 0 Coimell. John O’Connell, Thomas Mathew Ray, ChL-les Gawan Dnifr 
Reyercnd Thomas Tierney, John Gray, Richard Barrett, or any of them, or aw 
person or persons whatsoovor ; and deponent saith, that it was not until siib- 
scqiientto the morning of the 4th day of Jaiuiaiy last, the day on which the 
ballot foi a jury to try the rssue in this cause was to bo had, that this deponent 
becamo awaieoforryas informed that there had been any omission whatsoever 
of the names of persons ov of the name of any person, from the general list or 

''“k of the county of the city of 
DiiHni fbi t ie year 1 844, whoso qualifications or qualification to be on the Kiid 
special jury list for said county for said year liad been adjudicated upon and 
a lowed by the Recorder of the city of Dublin on the revision of the jury for 
the yeai 1844, which load been held m open court in the month of Novemher 
men last past ; and deponent saith, ho has since heard, and believes it to bo 
trim, Jiat many names have boon omitted from tho geneiwl list, and fi-om 
the specia jmy panel for the comity of the city of Dublin for the year 1844 
whieti ought. to have been inserted thereupon; and deponent positively saith’ 
tiiat the omission of the said several persons’ names from the said general 
Jist, and from the special jui^ list, or fi-om either of them as aforesaid, was 
without the knowledge, oonaent, jirivity, contrivance, suggestion or sanction 
(meet or mdirect, of this deponent, or of any person or persons acting for him 
or with him, or m any manner whatsoever by liis authority, or on his behalf, 
or with Ins privity; and deponent positively saith, that he has not had’ 
directly or mdircctly, any communication wdiatsoever with George Magrath, the 
clerk the oflico of the clerks of the peace for the county of the city o“f Dublin 
Who, it 18 alleged on the part of the Crown, had the custody of the said jurors’ 
hsts, a((]«dicatccl on by tho said D,ccordei-, or any other clerk or ]tersoii in the said 
^ce, or elsewhere, in relation to the same, in order to induce tli,e said George 
•Magi'adh or any other person whatsoever to omit said names, or any of them, or 
any other name wlmtsoever fi-om said general list, special jury list or jurors’ book 
as atoresaid, or to omit or alter, in making up said general list or jurors’ book, 
•toequalihcationsofsaidjDersons so adjudicated on by said Recorder as a&resaid, 
r to omit tho qualification of any persons whatsoever from said list, or in anj'wiso 
amper or .improperly deal with same, or to alter, damage or amend the same ; 

‘ h aepon,ont saith, that ho verily believes that the omission of the said names 
as not by accident, but was the effect and result of design and contrivance to 
FGjudice this deponent upon this trial ; and deponent saith, he verily believes 
iie was so prejudiced thereby. 



Sworn before me, at and in. the Crown Office, on the 
Inns-quay, Dublin, the IGth day of April 1844. 

^ Walter Bourne, Clerk Crown. 

J. M. Cantwell, Attorney, 

Received 16th April 1844. 



395. 



Thomas Steele. 



Affidavit 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 




COPIKS OF AFFIDAVrrS FILKD IN THE CAUSE OF 
AmDAViT of T. M. Ray, sworn and filed l6t!i April 1844. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen aqainst Daniol O’Connell, .lohn O’Connell. Thomas Mathew Eay, 
Thomas Steele, Charles Gavan Dufly, Reverond Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett, 

Thomas Mathew Ray, of the Cora-exchange rooma, in the county of Dublin, 
a defendant in this cause, inaketh oath and saith, that it is untrue that this 
deponent at the times and places in the indictment in this cause in that hehalf 
mentioned, or at any other timeor at any other place, or at all , did combing conspire, 
confederate or atu-k with the said other defendants, namely, Daniel O Connell, 
John O’ConneU, Thomas Steele, Charles Gayan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, 
John Gray and Richard Barrett, or any of them, or with any other person or 
persons whatsoever for the purposes or with any of the objects in the said indict- 
ment stated, or that any illegal conspiracy of any kind was ever formed or entered 
into or subsisted between this deponent and the said Daniel O’Connell, John 
O’Connell, Thomas Steele. Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, 
John Gray and Richard Barrett, or any of them, or any person or persons what- 
soever • and deponent saith, it was not until subsequent to the morning of the 4th 
day of January last, the day on which the ballot for a jury to try the issue in this 
cause was had, that this deponent first became aware of, or was informed that 
there had been any omission whatsoever of the names of persons^or of the name 
of any person from the general list, or from the special jurors’ list, or from the 
jurors’ book of the county of the city of Dublin for the year 1844, whose 
qualification or qualifications to be on the said special jury list for said county for 
said year had been adjudicated upon and allowed by the Recorder of the city of 
Dublin on the revision of the jurors’ lists for the year 1844, which had been held 
in open court in the month of November then last past ; and deponent saith, that 
the omission of the said several persons’ names from the said general list and from 
the said special jurors’ list and jurors’ book as aforesaid, was without tho know- 
ledge, consent, privity, contrivance, suggestion or sanction, direct or indirect, of 
this deponent, or of any person or persons acting for him or with him, or in any 
way whatsoever by his authority or on h'ls behalf ; and deponent saith, that he did 
not, directly or indirectly, hold any communication whatsoever with George 
Magrath, tlie clerk in tho office of the clerks of the peace of the city of Dublin, 
who, it is alleged on the part of the Crown, had the custody of the said jurors’ 
lists as so adjudicated on by the said .Recorder or any other clerk, or any person 
whatsoever in the said office or elsewhere in relation to the same, in order to 
induce the said George Magrath or any other persoii whatsoever to omit said 
names or any of them, or any other name from said general list, special jurors’ 
list or jurors’ book as aforesaid, or to omit or alter, in making up said general list 
or jurors’ book, the qualification of said persons so omi tted to bo special jurors on 
said general list, or to omit the qualification of any person whatsoever from said 
list, or in any\vise to tamper or improperly deal with same, or al(;er, charge or 
amend the same; and this deponent saith, he verily believes that the omission 
of the said names was not by accident, but was the effect and result of design 
and contrivance, to prejudice this deponent and the said several other defen- 
dants on his and their trial in this cause, and to procure an unfair trial of him 
and them ; and further saith, he verily believes that, by reason and in conse- 
quence of such design and contrivance, he and they has and have not had a fair 
trial. 

T. M.Ray. 

Sworn before me, this 16th day of April 1844, at 
the Crown Office on the Inns-quay, Dublin. 

Walter Bourne^ Clerk Crown. 

J. M. Cantwell, Attorney. 
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Affidavit of C. G. sworn und filed IGth April 1844 . 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O'Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Charles Gavan Duffy and the 
Reverend Thomas Tierney. 

Charles Gavan Duffy, of Rathmines, in the county of Dublin, a traverser in 
this cause, inaketh oath and saitli, that it is untrue that this deponent at the 
times and places in tlie indictment in this cause in that behalf mentioned, or 
at any other time, or at any other place, or at all, did combine, conspire, confode- 
rate or agree with the said defendants, Daniel O’Connell, .John O’Connell, .lohu 
Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, the Reverend 
Thomas Tierney, or any of them, or with any other person or persons whatsoever, 
for the purposes or with the objects, or for any of the purposes or with any of the 
objects in said indictment stated, or that any illegal conspiracy of any kind was 
ever formed or entered into, or ever subsisted between the deponent and the said . 
Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connoll, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Thomas 
Steele, Richard Barrett, or the Reverend Thomas Tierney, or any of them, or any 
person or persona whatsoever ; and deponent saith, that it was not till after the 
morning of the 4tli day of January last, the day on which the ballot for the jury 
•to try the issue in this cause w'as to be had, that the deponent first became aware 
of or was informed that there had been any omission whatsoever of the names of 
persons, or of the name oi‘ any person, from the general jurors’ list, or from the 
jurors’ hook of the county of the city of Dublin, for the year 1844, whose qualifica- 
tion or qualifications to he on the said special jury list for the said county for said 
year had been adjudicated upon, and allo-wed by the Recorder of the city of 
Dublin on the revision of the jurors’ list for the year 1844, w'hieh had been held 
in open court in the month of November then lost ]jast ; and deponent saith, that 
the omission of the said several persons’ names from the said general list, and 
from the said special list and jurors’ book as aforesaid, w’os -without the kno-^vleclge, 
consent, privity, contrivance and suggestion or sanction, direct or indirect, of this 
deponent, or of any other person or persons acting for him or -with him, or in any 
way wliatsoever by his authority, or on his behalf ; and depoiient saith, that he bad 
not, directly or indirectly, any communication wliatsoever with George Magrath, 
the clerk in tho office of the clcrk.s of the peace of the city of Dublin, who, it is 
allegef.l on the part of tho Crown, had tho custody of the said jurors’ lists as so 
adjudicated on by the said Recorder, or any other person in the said office or else- 
where in relation to the same, in order to induce the said George MagTatli, or any 
other iiersoii whatsoever, to omit said names or any of them, or any other name 
from said general list, special jury list or jurors’ book as aforesaid, or to omit or alter, 
in making up said general list or juror.s’ book, the qualification of said persons so 
admitted to be special jurors on said general list, or to omit the qualification of any 
person whatsoever from said list, or in anywise to tamper or improperly deal with 
flame, or alter, change or omit the same ; and this dcqionent saith, that he verily 
believes that the said omission of the said names did not occur by accident, but 
Was the effect: and result of design or contrivance, to prejudice this deponent and 
the other defendants in this cause, and that the said omission did prejudice this 
deponent. 

Chai'ks Gavan Duffy, 

Sworn before me, at my office on the Tnns-qnay, 

Dublin, this 16th day of April 1844. 

JV. Bourne, Clerk Crown. 

Peter M'Evoy Gartlan, Attorney- 

Received 1 0th April 1844. 
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Affidavit of J. Graj/, sworn and filed IGtli April 184<4. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen agamst Daniel O’Connell, .lolm O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan DufFy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Richai'd 
Barrett and John Gray. 

John Gray, of Buckingham-street, in tho city of Dnhlin, a traverser in this 
cause, maketh oath and saith, that it is untrue that this deiionent, at the times 
and places in the indictment in this cause in that beluilf mentioned, or at any 
other time or at any other place, or at all, did combine, conejiii'e, confederate 
or agi’ee with the said defendants, namely, Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell 
Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Diifly, Reverend Thomas 
Tierney and Richard Barrett, or with any of them, or with any other person 
whatsoever, for the pmiioses or with the objects or intents, or for any of the 

purposes or with ^any of the objects or intents in. said indictment stated, or that 

any illegal conspiracy of any kind was ever formed or entered into or subsisted 
between the deponent and the said Daniel O’Connell, John O’Coimcll, Thomas 
Steele,^ Thomas Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan DufFy, Revei'oul l^homas Tierney 
and Richai’d Barrett, or any of them, or any person or persons whatsoever ; and 
deponent saith, that subsequent to the moroing of the 4th day of January last, 
the day on which tlie^ ballot for a jury to try tlio issue in this cause was had| 
was the ]icriod at which deponent first became aware of or was informed that 
there had been any omission whatsocvei’ of the names of persons, or of the 

name of any person from tlie general list, or from tho sp(^cial jurors’ list, or 

from the jurors’ book of the county of the city of Dublin, for the year- 1844 
whose qualification or qualifications to be on the said special jurors’ list for said 
county for said year had been adjudicated upon and allowed by the Recorder 
of the city of Dublin ou the leAdsiou of the jurors’ list for the year 1844, whicli 
had been held in open court in the month of November thou last past; and 
eponent saith, that the omission of the said several persons’ names from said 
general list, and from the said special jurors’ lists and jurors’ book as aforesaid, 
was without the knoAvledge, consent, privity, contrivance, suggestion or sanction, 
direct or indirect, of this deponent, or of any person or jiersons acting for him 
any way whatsoever by his authority or on Ills behalf; and 
(epouent saith, that he had not, directly or indirectly, any communication 
wliatsoevj with George Magrath, the clerk in the office of the clerks of the 
peace of the city of Dublin, who, it is alleged on the part of the Crown, had the 
custody of the said jurors lists as so adjudicated on hy tho said Recorder, or any 
er c tr oi any pei son whatsoever in tho said office or elsewhero, in relation 
to the same, m order to induce the said George Magrath, or any other person what- 
!• . said names or any of them, or any other name from said general 

aforesaid, or omit or alter, in making 
p geneial list or jurors’ book, the qualification of said persons so omitted 

L qualification of any per- 

son whatsoever from said list, or in anywise to transfer or improperly deal with 

and this deponent saith, he verily 
resnU omission^of names was not by accident, but was the effect and 

Xr lV T^T and contrivance to prejudice this deponent and the said several 

caus^and to procure an unfair 
in cn-nopn +■ saith, he verily believes that, by reason and 

P feh Sr lie and they has and have not had 



Sworn before me, this 16th day of April 1844 
in Crown Office, Queen’s Bench. 

Walter Bourne, Clerk Grown. 
John M'Namara Cantwell, 

Attorney for John Gray. 

Received 16th April 1844. 
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THE QUEEN ». UANIF-lj O'CONNELL AND OTHERS. 



Affidavit of R. Bamtt, sworn and filed 16 i]i April 1844 . 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side, 



The Queen DanM O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray Thomas 

Thomas Tierney, Lin Gray 



Richard Bam t, of Drunna Lodge, in the county of Dublin, a traverser in this 
cause maketh oath and sa.th, that it is untrue that this deponent did, at tto i^s 
and places in the. indictment m this cause in that behalf mentioned oi at Tnv 
Other time, or at any other j.lacc, or at all, combine, conspire, confedente oi“ L ee 
with the said other defendants, namely, Daniel O’Connell Tohn'ouiufn 
Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray, Charles Gaviui Dnflj^eve.™! ThZ ^ 
Tierney or John Gray, or with any of them, or other person or persons 07 ^1 
any person or persons whatsoever, for the purposes or with the oh Lets o fL m v 
0 the pnrposes or wntli any of the ohjeets in said indictment stated, m thrt Tny 
Illegal conspiracy of any kind was ever formed or entered into oi- snbLtrf 
between the deponent and the said Daniel O’Comicll John O’Cmmell ip “ 
Steele Thomas Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Dnff;, Lvtn? 'iZmat ^ 
and John Gray, or any of them, or any person or persons whatsoever; and depo- 
nent saitli, that the morning of the 4th day of January last, the day on wliici Zhe 
ballot for a jury tn try tlie msue m this cause was to be had, was the pe M at 
which deponent first became aware of or was informed that there had been any 
omismon wbiitsoevCT of the names of persons or of the mime of any person from 
thegeiiera hst orfrom he special jurors’ list, or from the jurors’ boorof the 
couiityot thecityofDulihn, for the year 1844, whose qualification or Ihlt 
cations to bo on the said special jurors’ list for said county for said year lm!l beLn 
adjudicated upon ami allowed by the said Recorder of the city of Dublin 
on the levision^ ot the jurors’ list for the year 1844, which had betm held 
“. Novoinher then last past; and deponent 

saith that the omission of the said persons’ names from the said general list 
and from the special jury list, or ftom either of them as aforesaid, 4s without 
tlio kuowledge, consent, privity, contrivance, suggestion or sanction dtect or 
mduect, ot tins deponent, or of any person or persona acting for him or with 
him, or m any way whatsoever, by bis authority or on his behalf or with his privity ■ 
and deponent positively saith. that he has not had, directly or mdireotlv aLv 
coimunmoatinn whatsoever with Georgo Magrath, the clerk in the office Lf the 
clerks of the peace for the county of the city of Dublin, who, it is allowed on the 

the said Recorder, or any other clerks, or any person whatsoever in the said 
*6. or eisowhero, m relation to the same, in order to induce the said Geor-e 
Magi'ath, or any other person whatsoever, to omit said names, or any of them or 

Zto iZTob ■ '“‘l 1«t. or .jurors’ book, as aforesaid, 

or to omit or alter, m making up said general list or jurors’ book, the qualification 
ot said persons so admitted to be special jurors on said general list, oAo omit the 
qualification of a.ny persons whatsoever from said lists, L- in anywdsc to tZper or 
impiopcrly deal with same, or to alter, damage, change or amend the samc^^ and 
that he verily behoves that the omission of the said names 
was not by accident, but was the cflect and result of design and conti'ivance to 
p-ejudico this deponent and the said several other defendants on his and their trial 
m tins cause, and to procure an unfair trial of him and them ; and further saith 
ne venly be heyes that, by reason and in consequence of such design and coiitriv- 
ance, Jio and they has and have not had a fair trial, 

a » „ Richard Barrett 

b worn before me, this 16th day of April, at tlio 

Crown Office, Iniis-qnay, Dublin. 



Walter Bmirney Clerk Crown. 
J . M. Cantwell, Attorney. 
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Affidavit of Rev. T. Tierney, sworn and filed IGth April 1844. 



Ill the Court of Queen's Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Coiinel!, John O’Connell, Ilovorend Thomas 
Tieniej, Thomas Steele, Charles Oavaii Duffy, Joliii Gray, Richard Barrett 
and Thomas Mathew Ray. 



The Reverend Thomas ’Jicrncy, of Lakelands, in the parish of Clontibret, and 
county of Monaghan, clerk, maketli oath and saitli, thn.t ho, this deponent, 
never attended any meeting of the Rep<?al Association previous to the meeting 
on the 3d day of October 1843 ; mid this deponent saith, be admits that on 
the said 3d day of October this deponent did hand in the sinn of ,92/. and 
upwards as a contribution to the funds of the Repeal Association, in order to 
bring about, by legal and constitutional means, a repeal of the Union, and for 
no other purpose and with no other object; and deponent saith, that this 
deponent had not during the yearlS43, up to the 13th day of October in that 
year, being the time of this deponent’s being held to bail in this case, any com- 
munication whatsoever, cither personal or otherwise, with any of the other 
traversers named in the indictment in this cause, save that in the said year 1843 
this deponent wTote a letter from Clontibret, in the county of Monaghan, to 
the said Charles Gavan Dufiy, who liad been formerly on intimate terms with 
liiTp, and who was, as this deponent believes, tlicn in Dublin, inviting him to 
come to Clontibret to spend a few days with deponent; but this deponent saith, 
that Mr. Duffy did not comply with the invitation of this (lopoiieiit ; deponent 
saith, that the meeting in the parish of Clontibret on the 15th of August 1843 
was convened by this deponent alone, .for the only purpose and with the only 
object that a petition might be agreed upon to Parliament for tlic repeal of 
the Union ; and saith, that the Repeal Association did not In any manner what- 
soever take any part with this deponent in convening that meeting, and this 
deponent made no communication to the Repeal Association of his intention 
to convene that meeting ; that at the meeting so eoiivened at Clontihret by this 
deponent on the 15th of August 1843, a petition to Parliament for the repeal of 
the Union was drawn up, agreed to, and read ; and this deponent positively saith, 
that he, this deponent, did not, on the 16th day of June 1843, or any other day, 
or ever' say to John M‘Canu, one of the witnesses examined on the part of the 
Crown, on the trial of this cause, tliat the feeling towards repeal had extended 
Itself to the anny, that the army were favourable to repeal, and partook of the 
entlmsiasin of the people, and that they could not bo so easily led to spill the 
blood of their fellow men, even by the bayonet, for seeking redress of their 
grievances peaceably ; nor did this deponent on that occasion, or any other occasion, 
use any words to the said John MUann to any such purport or effect ; that this 
deponent did not on that occasion or ever speak to the said John M‘Cann as to 
what the army had done in_ Spain, or say any thing to the said John M‘Canu in 
respect of the army m this country, or in Spain, or in any other country, or 
any word to ally sueli import or effect; and this deponent saith, that be did not 
on that occasion or ever say to the said John M‘Caiin tl.at if the Association 
did not nltimateiy attain its object, it had done so imicli, at least, tliat the country 
would get Bometliing else besides bayonets, or any w'ords to any such importer 
effect; and deponent saith, that in the said conversation wliich passed lietwcen 
this deponent and the said John M'Cann on the said 16tli of Juno, tliis deponent, 
m reply to a question from the said Jolin M'Cann as to when the Clontibret 
meeting would take place, informed him that the time had not been fixed ; this 
deponent most positively saith, that he did not on tlie 13th day of February 1843, 
or on any other day or on any other occasion, combine, conspire, confederate and 
^ee with the said other traversers in the indictment in this cause named or 
wth any of them, orwitli any other person or persons whatsoevor for or any of 
the purposes charged m the indictment, or for any purpose whatsoever; and 
tSS 3d“of nVb™ of Repeal Association on 

anv ennsnim uttdrly ignorant of there being 

nTfn rto saith, that in attemling such meeting, be 
gntest degree Intend to become a party to any conspiracy or 

illegal 
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THE QUEEN D. DANH^L O’CONNELL AND OTHERS. 



illQgal aasociatioii \vliatever, and deponent Ycrily believes no siicli. conspiracy as 
clm-gcd ill the iiulictmoiit ill this cause ever existed, or was ever entered into^ by 
, any of the parties charged therewith. ^ 



Sworn before me, this IGth day of April 1844, 
at the Grown Cilice, Tnns-qmiy. 

W. Bourne, Cik. Crown. 



Thomas Tierney. 



Thomas Reilly, Attorney. 

Received 16th April 1844. 



Al'-FiDAvrr oi P. ATEwy Garllan, sworn IGtIi and filed 17th April 1844, 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Tho Queen against Daniel O’ConnolI., John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Miitliewlhiy, Charles G avail .Oully, Revorond Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 

1 eter AI'Evo'ij GartUm, of 51, Lower Dominick-strect, in the city of Dublin, 
gentleman,^ inakoth outli and saitli, that ho, this deponent, was not aware of the 
omission ot the names from tlio general list of jurors until after the 4th day of 
January last, inasmmdi. as this de[iom'iit w'as absent from Dublin on said day; 
deponent saitb, that the said omission of the said several persons’ names from the 
said general list, irom the said special jury panel and jurors’ book as aforesaid, 
was without the knowledge, consent, privity, contrivance, siigo-Gstion or sanction, 
direct or ^ indirect, ot this deponent, or of any jicrson or jiersons acting for him 
or with his privit)^ or in any \vay whatsoever by his authority or on his behalf; 
tins deponent saith, that ho had not, directly or indirectly, any communication 
whatsoever with George Magrath, the clerk in the office of the clerks of the 
peace of the city of Dublin, -who, it ia alleged on the part of the Crown, had 
the custody of the said jurors’ lists as so adjudicated on by the said Recorder 
01 any other clerk or person in the said oQice or elsewhere, in relation to same, 
m order to induce tiic said George Magrath, or any other person whatsoever, to 
omit said names or any of them, or any other name, from said general list, 
siieeial jury panel or jury book ufoi'csaid, or to omit or alter, in making up said 
general Jist or jurors’ book, the qualification of said persons so omitted to be 
special jurors on said general list, or to omit the qualification of any person what- 
soever from said list, or in. anywise to tamper or improperly deal with same, or 
alter, change or amend the same; this doponont saith, that he verilv believes 
that the omission of the names was not by accident, but was the effect and 
result of design and contrivance, to projudice'the traversers. 

o , ^ PeUf APE. Gartlan. 

aworii before me this 17th day of April 1844. 

P. M‘E. Gartlan, attorney. 

Received 17th April 1844. 



Affidavit of M. Sheriock, sworn 16th and filed 18th April 1844. 



Queen’s Bench, Monday, 15th day of April 1844. 

The Qiiecn agaiust Daniel O’Connell, John O’Comiell, Thomas Steele, . Thomas 
Matiicw Ray, Charles Gavan Duify, Reverend Tliomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. ^ 

Judgment for the Cro'wn upon the verdict had . against the -defendants nn the 
tnal at bar in this cause, unless cause to the contraiy, in four days. 

By the Court. , 

Walter Bourne, Clerk Cr6wii. 



,Cf. . In 
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In the Queen’s Benc?i. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Bari-ett. 

Gentlemen, 

Take notice, that this honourable Court will be moved on Friday, the 19th 
day of April instant, or so soon after as counsel can be heard, that you and each 
of you, the said Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, the Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett, may be severally called to appear and receive respectively 
the judgment of the said court upon the indictment whereof you respectively 
stand convicted. Dated this 15th day of April 1844. 

I am your obedient servant, 

40, Kildare-street. JVm. Kvmiids, Crown Solicitor. 

To Daniel O’ConueJl, John O’Connell, Thomas 
Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan 
Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 



Now, llobiivi Sheflock, of No. 3, Portobello-place, in the city of Dublin, writing 
clerk, iuaketh oath and saith, that on the 15th day of April instant, deponent 
.served William Henry Magrath, attorney forthe above-named Thomas Steele, as 
deponent believes, with the rule or order and notice above truly co])icd, by de- 
livering' unto and leaving with tbo woman-servant of tbe said William Henry 
Magrath. aged IG years and upwards, at his. the said Alagrath’s, residence, situate 
at No. 20, Summer-hill, in the said city, true copies of said order ; saith, that on 
same day deponent served Peter M‘EVoy Gartlan, attorney for the said Charles 
Gavan Duffy, with the said rule and notice, by delivering unto and leaving with 
the woman-servant at the registered residence of him, said Gartlan, true copie.s 
thereof; saith, that on same day deponent served Thomas Reilly, attorney for 
the said Reverend Thomas Tierney, mth the said rule and notice, by delivering 
unto and_ leaving with the servant-boy of him tho said Thomas Reilly, aged 16 
years and upwards, at his, the said Reilly’s, residence, situate at Lower bominick- 
thereof; saith, that on same day deponent served 
John M'Namara Cantwell, attorney for the said John Gray, Thomas Mathew 
Ray and Richard Barrett, with the said rulf3 and notice, by delivering unto and ' 
leaving with the woman-servant of him tho said Cantwdl, aged 10 years and 
upwards, at his, the said Cantwell’s, residence, situate at Bolton-stroet, in said 
city, true copies thereof; saith, that on same day deponent served William Ford, 
attorney for the said Daniel O’Connell, with the said rule ami notice, by delivering 
unto and leaving with the clerk of him, the said William Ford, aged IG years 
upwards, at the office of him, the said William Ford, sitmito at No. 26, 
Arran-quay, m said city, true copies thereof; saith, that on same day deponent 
also served Peirce Maliony,- attorney for the said John O’Connell, with the said 
^le and notice, by delivering, unto and' leaving with the clerk of him, the said 
upwards, at his. the said Mahoiiy’s, office, situate at 
Wo. 23, Wilham-street, in said city, true copies thereof; and saith, that at 
tne respective tim^.ofsaid several services, this deponent desired the said several 
^ delivered as aforesaid, to give the 

s*me>to the aevOTal and- respective attomies hereinbefore mentioned. 



Robert Sherlock. 

Sworn before me, at the Crown Office of the Court 
OF Queen’# Bench, Dnblirr, tffik 17Hi d»y oft 

April 1844 • 

Walter Bourne, Clerk Crown. 

'VKffliam-Kemnii^ Crown Solicitor. 

Received 18th April 1844. 
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Queen’s Bench. 

Monday, 15th day of April 1844. 

The Queen againsi Daniel O’Coime]], John O’Connell, Thomas Steele Thomas 
Mathew Ruy, Charles Gavau Dufly, llevoreiid Thomas Tierney, John Grav 
and iliehard Barrett. ^ 

Judgment for tho Crown upon the veiAict had against tlio defendants on the 
trial at har in this cause, unless cause to the contrary, in four days. 

By tho Court. 

Walter ]iourne, Clerk Crown. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen agaimt Daniel O’Connell, John O’Coimell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavau Dufly, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richartl Barreitt. 

Gentlemen, 

Take notice, tliab this honourable Court will be moved on Friday, the 19th day 
of April instant, or so soon after as counsel can be heard, that yon and each of you, 
the said Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connoll, Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray, 
Charles Gavau Duffy, the Reverond Thomas Tierney, John Gray and Richard 
Barrett, may be severally called to appear and receive respectively the fiidgment of 
the said court upon the indictment whereof you respectively stand convicted. 
Dated this 15th day of April 1844. 

I am your obedient servant, 

40, Kildaro-stroGt. Willimn Kemmis^ Crown Solicitor. 

To Daniel O’Connell, John O’Counell, Thomas 
Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan 
Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 



Now, Henry of No. 33, Bride-ati'eet, in the city of Dublin, jeffmair, 

maketli oath and saith, that on the 15tli instant, deponent served the ahove-nameid 
Daniel O’Connell with the rule or order and notice above truly copied, by deliver- 
ing unto and leaving with him, the said Daniel O’Connell, in person, at his, the 
said Daniel O’Cmmell’s, residence, situate at Alerrion-square, in the said city, true 
copies thereof; aaith, that on same day deponent also served John O’Connell, 
above naiued, with tlie said rule and notice, by delivering imto and leaving with the 
said Daniel O’Coimell, the father of him, the said John O’Conneli, at his residence, 
situate at Merrion-square, in the said city, true copies thereof ; saith, that on same 
day deponent served John Gray -with tho said rulo and notice, by delivering iintb 
and leaving with tho clerk of him, tho said John Gra)', at the Freeman’s Journal 
Ofliee, situate at-Prineos-street, in the city of Dublin, true co])ies thereof; saith, 
that on same day dejioiient soi-ved Richard Barrett, above named, with the said 
mie and notice, by delivering unto and leaving with the dork of him, the said 
Richard Barrett, as deponent believes, aged 1,6 years and upwards, at the oMce of 
the Pilot newspaper, situate in Elephant-lane, in the said city, true copies thereof; 
saith, that on same day deponent served tho said Reverend Thomas Tierney with 
wie said rule and notice, by delivering unto and leaving with the son of Thomas 
Reilly, aged IG years and upwards, in Loiver Doniinidc-street, in said city, 
J^d at which placo deponent holievea the said Reverend Thomas Tierney resides, 
copies tlmreof ; saith, that on same day deponent served the said Charles 
Cavan Duffy with tlie said rule and notice, by delivering unto and leaving with 
the'clork of the said Duffy, aged 16 years and upwards, at the office of the INation 
newspaper, situate in Trinity-atreet, in said city, true copies thereof; saith, that 
on same day deponent served the said Thomas Mathew Ray with the said rule and 
395* G 2 notice, 
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notice, by delivering mito find leaving witli tlio Horvant-girl of liini, tlio snid Tlminas 
Mathew Ray, aged 10 years and upwards, at Ids, the said Ray’s, residence, situate 
at the Corn Exchange, in said city, true eo[»ies tlioroof; suitli, that on the iGtlt 
instant, deponent also served the said Tliomas SLeole witli the said rule and 
notice, by delivering' unto and leading with him, the said Thomas Steele in 
person, at College-green, in said city, true copies tliereof ; and sfutii, that at the 
respective times of said several services this di'penmit desired the several par- 
ties whow'ere not served in person^ to give the copies so serveil to their several 
and respective masters and employers as hereiiiheforo named. 

Ilcnr^ Williaim, 

Sworn hefore me, at the Crown OlHee of the 
Court of Queen’s Bench, in the city of 
Dublin, this IStli day of April 1844. 

IV. Rom'ne, jnn., D. Clerk Crown. 

William Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 

Received TSth April 1844. 



Affidavit James Lawhr, sworn Ifith and filed 18lh April 1844. 



In the Qukkn’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen mjainst Daniel O’Connell, .Tolm O’Ccnnell, John Gray, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Richard Barrett, Thomas Steele, the Ri've-rend Tlioinas Tiorncy 
and Charles Gavnii DutT’y. 

Sir, 

Take notice, that coimael on behalf of defendant, Richard Barrett, will, the first 
opportimity, move the court that tlie verdict had in this cause against tlie said 
defendant be set aside, and that a new trial be granted, or a voiire de novo be 
awarded, on the gTOimds following ; that is to say,— -for that tlie said verdict i.s 
against law and evidence, and against the weight of evidence, and is defective and 
uncertain; and for that the list of jurors, and the jurors’ book for the ye:u- 1844, and 
also the special jurors’ lists, from which the special jiiiy was struck ibr the trial of this 
cause, and by wliidi the same was ti'ied, was respectively, fraudulently and impro- 
perly dealt with and contrived, for the purpose of prejudicing the (hifonce, and pro- 
curing an unfair trial of this cause, and that by means of this, defendant \vas in fact 
prejudiced in his defence and unfairly tried; and for that this cause was mistried, fur- 
ther to the prejudice of this defendant, inasmuch as a person named John Jason Rigby 
was sworn upon and acted as one of the jmy on the said trial, as and in the name of 
John Rigby, of Suffolk-street, in the county of the city of Dublin, wlioreas there 
is no such person as .John Rigby aforesaid, of which the said John Jason Ritrby, 
in open court, previous to his being so s'U'orn on the said .jury, apprised the said 
court; and for that the said jury were illegally and improperly allowed to separate 
and. go at large from day to day during the said trial, and was tlmreby exposed 
to improper interference and influence, prejudicial to this defciKlant, by means 
of piblications in tlio piiHic iiowsimpcrs circiilatal in tlm oity of Dublin on 
tlie subject of the said trial, and pending same; and for that the said trial ™ 
coiitmned after the expiration of the last Hilary term, and during several days 
m thc^ vacation, contrary to law ; and for tliat no suthcioiit evidemeo was given on 
the said tnal of the several cons})iraeies, or any of them, as sot forth and charged in 
the mdictnieut in this cause, having been entered into by this defendant; and 
for that no suffiemnt evidence was given of tlie cxistenco in. point of fact of 
the ^said conspiracies, or any ot them having been cntcrod into by tliis defendant 
during the time iii that behalf in the said indictment charged; and for that 
no sufficient evidence was given outlie said trial of the said conspiracies, or any 
pf them, having been entered into, or of any of the overt acts alleged to have been 
one m pumiauce of same having been done or committed witliin the county of 
the city of Dublin ; and for the admittance of illegal or imiwoper evidence for the 
Crown on the said trial, and of misdirection of the jury by the lem-ned Chief 
Justice; and tor imperfect and ambiguous statement of the law, and iiisiiflicieut 
direction of the jury m the application of the law, as stated to the facts of the 
case ,m evidence, and for leaving to the jury matters of law which ought to have 

been 
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’mu QUF/KN DANIEL OtlONNETJ; AND OTHURS, 

been dete,™i,.«l l,y tbc enurt, ami ma.ie tl.o ol.jeet of cHrooCiou to tl.o jm.y; anrl for 
Ribnutmio- to ll.e eonsnUiratmu of the jiuy joattors of hw, ami ,li,,o,,so , m 
nTolevant to 1 . 1,0 mat or., in.meuo, ami oalculatod to .niaload ami to l,o niSnm “ 
a ood by tlje jury ; a, id for s atuig to tl.c juiy, as if dnly proved in evidomie, matter., 
of fact and dom, meats of mine. 1, ,.o ovidonee, or no anfticient evidence was Nve • 
and for stating f and making tile subject of strong eonimeiit to tl.c jn y, tl,c“docin 
mcnts and portions of docnmo.its amlpnblications given in evidence for fto Cimv, 
tyifliont s atmg or roiormig to the portions of tlie same documents and pub] m 
tioiis read m evnloiice or the defence explanatory of tlie evidence g ven hr 
the Crown ; and for no directing the jnry as to the proper evidence oAlio si 
several coirsimaeies, aiul of each of them, in rolorei.ee to the particnlcr evidoiK. 
given m the case, as aHoctmg each of the several defendants ; n.,,1 for not .lircctiim 
the jury as to the nature of the evidence given in tl.c case as aflcctiim end hf 
aiesanl defendants,^ and tliis defemhint in particnlat; and .Ibr tliat U,e° learned 
Chief Justice m In.s diargo convoyed liis views of the case in siicli maiinor 
•a, vvas calculated to control the minds of the j„ry, by the belief that his 
loidsllll, and the ooillt cmisidoi'ccl the sovenil defenilaiits guilty of all the said 
cons],iracics, whereby this dcFeiidaiit was prejudiced ; which motion will ho gromided 
on the affidavi s nlrmidy hlod m thi.s ean.so. ami the several documents tlioreii, 
refened to :-tho aflnlavit ot llichard Barrett, this ilay liled in the j, roper office ; 
ami thcjoiut affid.av, of William Ford and J. M. Cantwoll ; and the oiilt affidavit 
of the sa.dWilham -nv<l,,J. M. Cantwell, Tliranas Keilly, thi.s day filed in flm 
proper oflico; and the allMlavil.s of Beirce Mahoiiy ami' |>. M. Cartlan, to he 
filed and used m this ear, se, and of wliieh yon shall have copies; the aiitlieiitic 
report of tlio loariiod Lord Chief Justice’s charge; tlie mites of the learned 
Lord Chief Justice; tlie |,ostea; tlie iia.tiire of the case, and reasons to be 
urferucl. 

Datal this IGtli day of April ].8d4. 

m nr- 11 - t- • -r. Cantwdl, 

To William Kemmia, Esq., Attovnoy for tlio said Ricliard Barren 

Crown feolieitor. 



Now, James Lawlor, of Jorvis-street, in the city of Dublin, writing clerk aged 20 
years and upwards, maketli oath and saitli, that on the 18th day of April iittaiit 
at Kildaro-street in said city, he, thisdcjioiiGiit, served William Kemmis esnuire’ 
Crown solicitor, with the notice, of wliieli the aliove writing is a true copy by 
deliYoring niito and leaving with the servant-man, of the age of 18 years- ’and 
upwards, of the said Wiilium Kemmis, in the dwelling-house of the said William 
Koimuis, in Kildare-street aforesaid, a true copy of said notice, and desired him to 
give saiDo to tlie said William Kemmis. 

Sworn l)eforo mo, at my office in the Inus-ijufly, ' 

Duhlii], this day of Ajiril 1844. 



Afpidavit of Zi/h Hiiglui.% sworn IGth and filed IStli Ajnil 1844. 



Queen’s Benwi, Crown Side. 

Tlie Queen aejainst Daniel O’Connell, John O’Coimell, Tliomas Steele, Thomas 
^ Mathew Itny, diaries Cavan Daily, Kevoveiul Tliomas '’J'ion'iey, Jolin Crayand 
Richard ]5ar.rott. 

Sir, 

Take notice, that council on behalf of Tliomas Steele, one of the traversers in tliis 
cause, will move on Thursday, the IStli day of April next, or the first opportunity 
alter, to set aside the verdict had in this cause against the said Thomas Steele, and 
a new trial be directed, or that a venire de novo be awarded, upon the following 
^unds; that is to say, — for that the jury lists, from which were framed the jurors’ 
Oook and special jury list for the present year 1844, were fmudulently dealt with, 
r the purpose of prejudicing the said traverser in, liis defence, aiul by reason 

a 3 thereof 
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ilin'cnf the said traverser ^va^s hi tact so prejiKliced, as tlio juiy who tried this cause 
was struct from the spcda! jury list for 1844 ; aiul also for that the said John 
.lascin Ri^’hy, one of the jur) who tried the said eaust', was sworn as John llig'by 
and also for that (hei'o is no such pt'i'son as John Ri'diy, of Mulli)llc-street, in the 
cmmty of the city ofDnliliii, as slated in tlie |,ioste:i in this cause, lint that the person 
tilled the oSlice of juror is John Jasmi Rigby ; uinl also for that the said John 
Jason Uigby, ]>vior to his having lieen sworn, as aforesaid, infomicil the court of the 
true state of facts, and said in. open court he was not John Itighy, but JolmJason 
Rigby ; and also for that tlic-ro Avas no evidence iiddutaxl upon the ti-ial in this cause 
to prove the fact of the alleged coiisjiiiucy, or any ovcM't act theivof, to have taken 
place or occurred within the county of the city of Dublin ; and also for that there 
was no evidence of the existence of any of the a!lege<] conspiracies inijuibid in the 
indictment ; and also for tliat tho said via-dict is against law and evidence, and 
also against the Aveight of evidence; and also on the ground of the reception of 
evidence tliat uught to Iula^o been excluded ; and also u|joii the ground that the trial 
of this cause A\as continued beyond the end of Hilary term, and did not terminate 
until the 13tli day of February last, instead of it having been adjourm'd until the 
present Easter term ; and for misdirection of tho Icamrnl IjokI Cliiel' Justice ; and 
also for that the learned Lord Chief Justice inlsdirceted tho Jury a.s to the effect 
of the evidence ; and also for that the learned Chief Justice statc'd to (he jury, with 
strong coimnentai-y against the traverser, the evidence ollercul for the CroAvii, and 
omitted to make any other obstawation resulting from that ovtdeiHu^ favumiuble to 
the traverser ; and also foi' that the wliole current and lauiring of tho learned Cliief 
Justice’s cdiargo was such as to cxiuvss ami signify to tlic jury a strongs conviction 
existing on his own mind of the guilt ol' the tiavun'ser ; ami also for that the 
Iciimed Lord Chief Justice did not ailvert sufficiently to tlie evidmico oUcred for 
the traverser, or permit sufficiently the attcntiim of the Jury to the olVect of the 
evidence, or to the inferences Avliich they were at liberty to deduce tliorefroin ; and 
also for that on the reading to tlie Jury extracts from tho speoebes and publications 
given in evidence on the trial, the learned Chief Justice only read to the jury tho 
extracts relied upon by the Crown, and omitted to read the extracts relied upon 
by tho traverser in the same speeches ami publications; and also for that the 
learned Lord Chief .Justice stated facts to the jury in his ohargo wliidi were not in 
evidence ; and also for that the learned Cliief .Justice did not state to the jury 
with sufScient dearness tho apjilication of the Law to tho iiavticular facts of 
the case ; and also lor that the learned Chief .Tustieo expressed his opinion 
on the facts of the case to the jury in such a way as was calculated to 
control their judgment, and lead them irresistibly to a conclusion of grdlt 
m the traverser ; which said motion will bo gromidod on the affidavits already 
filed in this cause, ami tlie several docunieiits therein referred to ; and tlie allidavit 
of the said Thomas Steele ; .and tho joint affidavit of VVilliani Ford and .1. M. 
Cantwell; and the joint affidavit of the said William h'lml, .1. M, Cantweli 
aiid Thomas Reilly, this day filed in the proper oflice ; and the affidavits of Peirce 
hffihoiiyand JLMB. Gartlan, to lie filed and used in this cause, of which yon 
shall have copies ; (he auUieutic report of tho learned Chief .Instiee's dniige; the 
notes of t.ie learned Chief .Instice ; the postea ; tho nature of Hie ease, and reasons 
to he ofiered. 

Dated this IGtli day of April 1844. 

q, „ J. M. Cantwdl, 

J 0 . ■ illiaiii Is emmis, Esq., Attorney for the said Traverser. 

l.rnwn .So imP/it ' 



^ aw, lube Ihy lies, of Goles-lane, in tlie city of Dublin, writinff cleric, maketh 
oath and saith, that on the IGth day of i\])ril instant, before the hour of six 
oclock 111 the ffitenioon of said day, at Kildnre-stroot, in'tho said city, he, this de- 
ponent, served yV illiam Kcminis, esquire, Crown .solicitor, witli the iiotieo, of which 
tne above writing is a true copy, by delivering unto and leaving with the servant- 
mail, ot tho ago of 16 years and upwards, of the said William Kemiiiis, in the 

dwelling- 
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(telling-Iionse of 0,o Williiim Kemmis. i„ KiMaro-street aftrosaid, a tmo 
copy ot said miljco, and dosii-cd Inin to give same to the said William Keimiiis, 



Sworn before me, at my office on the Inna-qnay, 
Dublin, this day of April 1844. 



TaiIic T-highe<i. 



Afi-’j DAVIT of lAike Ilugiies, sworn IGtli and filed 18tli April 1844. 



Qijhen’s Benoii, Crown Side. 

The Queen irymMl Daniel O'Connell, .lohii O’CimncIl, Thomas Steele Thomas 
Mathew Bay, Ciiarles Gavaii Dully, lieverend Thoiims Tienioy. .liihn Gvav 
and Ricliard i^arrolt. 

Sir, 

Take notieo, tiiat conned on behalf of Daniel O’Comidl, one of tlic‘ traverses 
intbis cause, will move on Tlun-sday, tlie 18tb day of April intil.ant. or the first 
opportunity aftei-, to Hot aside the venlict had in tlti;^ cause auriinst the said 
Daniel OCoiiiudl, and tliat a new trial be dii-ecded, uml that a dc novo ho 
awarded, upon the followiiio- ^rrouiids ; that is to say,_fov that the jury lists from 
which were iTamed the Jurors’ hook and Hpeciiil jury list for tlie [iresoiit year 
1844, weie fia.ii(liileiitly dealt with, for tlio purpose of pi'ejiidiciii!^’ the said tra- 
verser in his tldeiieo, ami tlni,t Iiy reason thereof the said traverser was in fact 
80 prejudiced, as the Jury who tried this cause was stnude from tlie said special 
jury list foi- 1844; and also for that John Jason Kighy, one of the jnrovs who 
tried the said cause, was sworn as John J{.iD'l)y ; and also’ for that there' is no such 
person as Jolm .llighy, of Siilfolk-stroct, iu the lamnty of the city of .Diihlin, as 
stated in the postea in this cause, but that the jieiWui who tilled the ohice of 
juror is John Jason Jligby ; and also for that the said John Jason .Itighy, ])rioi- to 
liis haying been sworn as aforesaid, informed the c,<mrt of the true state of facts, 
and said in open eonrt ho was not Jolm Eighy, but John Ja,son Rigby ; and also for 
that there was no evidence aildneed npoii Llu) rriai of this cause to jirove the fact 
of the alleged conspiracy, or any overt act tlieieof, to have* taken place or occurred 
vithiii the county ol (Ik* city of .Duldin ; uml also foi' tliat there was no ovidonco of 
the existence of any of the allegod cnnsiiiracies ini|mted in the indictment; 
and also tor that tlu^ said verdict is agaiast la^\' and evidence, and also against the 
weight of Gvidoiico, and also on the ground of tlio n^cojition of evidence that 
ought to have been c'xclmlcd ; and also upon the ground' that tlio ti-ial of this cause 
■W’as continued beyond tlie end of Hilary term, and did not tenniiiato until tlie 13th 
day of February lust, insti^ad of it having been adjourned until tin.' present Kasier 
term ; and also for misdirection of the learned laml Chief Justice ; and also for that 
the learned .Lord CJiiof Justice mi.sdirectcd the Jury as to thy elfect of the evi- 
dence ; and also for tliat the h'arneil Lord Chief Justice, stated' to tlio jui'y, with 
strong commentary against the traverser, the evidence offered' for the Crown, and 
emitted to make any other observation resnlthig- from that evidence favourable 
^ the traverser ; and also for that the whole current and hearing of the learned 
Chief Justice’s charge was sudi as to express and signify to the jury a strong' 
conviction existing on his own mimi of tlie guilt of the traversers; and also foi’ 
the learned Lord Cliicf Justice did not advert sufiicieutly to the evidence 
ollersd for the traversers, or permit sufficiently the attention of the jury to the' 
effect of the evidence, or to the inferoriees which they Avere at liberty to deduce 
herefrom; and also for that on reading to the jury extracts from speeches and' 
Publicatioue given in evidence on the trial, the learned Chief Jiistice only read 
0 the jury the extracts relietl upon by the Crown, and omitted to read the extracts 
rolled upon by the traverser iii tlie same speeches and publications ; and als‘6 for' 
that the learned Lord Chief Justice stated' facts to the jury in his cliai-ge which 
were not in evidence ; and also for' that the learned Chief Justice did not sMe-' 
0 the juij with sufficient dearness the' application of the lavv to the particular' 
acts of the case ; and' also for that the' Idariied’ Cliief Justice' expressed his' opinioii 
tbi' ^ of the case to the jury iii such a way as vva,s calculated to control 
ifiir judgment, and lead them irresistibly to a cOmdusioti of giiilt' in the trii- 
'erset ; which said motion will be gi’ounded on the affidavits already hied iri this' 

0 4 cause, 
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cause, unci tho several documents theroin I’ofbrrecl to; uiul tlio allidavit of tlie 
said Daniel O’Comiell; and tlie joint uflidavit of William Fcu'd and John M. 
Cmit-vvcll; and the joint affidavit of the said VVilliaiii Ford, J. Af. Cant-woll and 
Thomas Reilly, this day til eel in the i)roper olliec; and the affidavits of Peirce 
Mahony and P. M‘Kvoy Gartlan, to be tiled and used in this cause, of which you 
shall have copies; t^e autlioiitio report of the learned Chief Justice’s charge; tlio 
notes of the learned Chief Justice ; the posteu ; the nature of the case, ujul reasons 
to be offered. Dated this 16th day of April J.844. 

William Ford, 

Attorney for tlio said Traverser. 

To William Kominis, Esq,, Crown Solicitor. 



Now, Luke Hughes, of Colos-luuo, in the city of Dublin, writing clerk, a^ed 
20 years and upwards, niaketli oath and saitli, that on tlio IGth day of April 
instant, before the lioiir of six o’cloclc in the afturnooTi of said day, at Ivildare- 
strect, in said city, lie, this deponent, served William Kemmis, ciscpiire, Crown 
solicitor, with the notice, of which the above writing is a true copy, by ([elivorino- 
unto and leaving -with the servant-man, of the age of 1(> yeai's a, ml upwards, of 
the said William Kemmis, in Ivildare-streot afou’said, a true copy of said notice, 
and desired him to give same to the .said 'William KommiH. 

Luke Hughes. 

SAVorzi before me at tho Crown Office, on the I'uus- 
quay, Dublin, this 18th day of April 1844-, 

W. Bouivu:, Clerk Crown. 

Received 18th April 1844. 



Afpidayit of J. Larvlor, sworn 16th and filed 18th April 1844. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 



The Qnoen Daniel O’ComiGll, John, O’Connell, Thomas Stoedo, Thomas 

Alatliew Ray, Charles Gavan Dully, lleverund ''J.ffiomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 

Sir, 

Take notice,^ that counsel on helialf of Charles Gavan Duffy, one of the 
traversers in this cause, will move, on Thursday tho 18th day of Aiuil instant, 
or the first opportunity after, to set aside tho verdict li ad in this cause against, 
the said Charles Gavan Duffy, and that a new trial bo dire(4ed, or that a venire 
de 710V0 ho awarded, upon tho following grounds ; that is to say,— for that 
the jury lists from which w-erc framed tho jurors’ hook and special jury list for tho 
present year 1844, wore fraudulently dealt with, for tho puriioso of i)rojudicing the 
said traverser ni his defence, and that by reason thereof tho said traverser was 
111 tact so projiuliced, ms the jury wdio tried this cause wus struck from tlie siiecial' 
jury list for 1844; and also for that John Jason Rigby, one of tho jurors of the jmy 
who tried the said cause, was sworn as John Rigliy j and also for that there is no 
such pciwii as John Rigby, of Suffolk-streot, in tho county of the city of Dublin, 
^ stated m the postea in this cause, hut that the por.son who filled’ the office of 
juror is Jolin Jason Rigby ; and also for that the said John Jasaii Rigby, prior to 
Ilia having_ been sworn as aforesaid, informed the court of tho true state of facts, 

r dslvi but John Jason Rigby ; and also 

mi mat there was no evidence, adduced upon the trial in this cause to prove the 
lact ot the alleged conajnracy, or any overt act thereof; to have taken iilace or 
occurred, wito the county of tho city of Dublin; and also for that there was no 
ence of the existence of any of the alleged conspiracies imputed in the indict- 
ment, and also for that the said verdict is against law and evidence, and also 

against 
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against tlie weight of evidence ; and iiLo upon tiio ground' of the TCCo])tion of 
evidence that ought to liavc been exoliuled ; and also upon the ground that the 
trial of this cause was contiimed Ijcyond the end of Hilary term, cand did not 
terminate until the 1 3th day of February last, instead of it having been adjourned 
until the present Easter term ; and for that during tlm trial, of this cause, which 
continued from the 15tli day of Januaiy until the IStli day of February, the jurors 
who tried the same were allowed on each, evening to separate and return to their 
respective homes, and had during the said trial full opportunity of reading many 
ai-ticles which were published during the progress thereof, in the Evening Packet 
and Evening Mail newspapers, commenting on the evidence adduced against the 
said defeiidimts, and calculatod to influence the minds of the said jurors to find 
a verdict against the snid defendants ; and also for misdircetinn of the learned 
Lord Chief .riistico; and also for that the learned Lord Chief Justice misdirected 
tliG jury as to the effect of the evidence; imd also for that the learned Lord 
Chief Justice stated t(.) the jury, witli strong commentary against the traversers, 
the evidence offered for the Crown, and omitted to make any other ohaervatioii 
resulting- from that evidence favourable to the traversers ; and also for that the 
whole current and bearing of the learned Lord Chief Justice do not advert suffi- 
ciently to the evidence offered for the traversers, or direct sn-fficicntly the attention 
of the jury to the effect of the said evidence, or to the inferences which they were 
at liberty to deduce therefrom ; and also for that, on reading to the jmy extracts 
from the speeches and publications given in evidence on the trial' the learned 
Chief Justice only road to the juiy extracts relied on by the Crown, and omitted 
to read the extracts relied upon by the traversers in tho said speeches and publi- 
cations; and also for that the Icamed Lord Chief Justice stated facts to the jury 
in his charge which wore not in evidence ; and also for that the learned Lord 
Chief Justice did not state to tho jury with siifficieut clearness the application of 
the law to the i)articular facts of the case ; and also for tliat the leariiod Lord 
Chief Justice expressed his opinion on the facts of the case to the jury in such a 
way as was calculated to control, their judgment, and lead them irresistibly to a 
conclusion of guilt in tho traversers ; which said motion will be grounded on the 
affidavits already filed in this cause, and the several documents therein referred 
to; and the affidavit of the said Charles Gavan Dufly ; and the joint affidavit of 
William Ford, John M. Cantwell and Thomas Reilly; and the 'joint affidavit of 
the said William Ford and John !M‘Naii)ara Cantwell, respectively filed this day 
in the proper office; and the affidavits of Peirce Mahony and Peter M’Evoy Gartlan, 
to he filed and used in this cause, of which you shall have copies ; the authentic 
report of the learned Lord Chief Justice’s charge; the notes of the learned Chief 
Justice, and the postea ; the nature of the case, and reasons to he offered. Dated 
this ICtli day of April 1844. 

PHtr M‘Evoy Gartlan, 

Attorney for said Traverser. 

To William Kominis, Esip, Crown Solicitor. 



Now, James Laiolor, of Jervis-street, in the city of Dublin, writing clerk, aged 
20 years and upwards, makctli oath and saith, that on tho 16th day of April 
mstant, at Kildarc-stroet, in said city, lie, this deponen t, served William Keinmis, 
esquii-e, Crown solicitor', witli the notice, of wliich the above -writing is a true 
copy, by delivering unto and leaving with the servant-man, of the age of 16 years 
and upwards, of the said William Keinmis, in the dwelling-house of the said Wil- 
liam Kemmis, in Kii dare-street aforesaid, a true copy of said notice, and desired 
him to give same to the said William Kemmis. 

James Lawlar. 

Sworn before me, at my office on the Inns- 
quay, Dublin, this 18th day of April 
1844. 

JV. Bourne, }\m., D. Clk. Crown. 

Received 18th April 1844, 



395* H AtrFiDAvrr 
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Affidavit of/. Laxulor, sworn I61I1 and filed 18th April 1844. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 

Sir, 

Take notice, that counsel on behalf of the Reverend Thonm.s Tierney ivill, 
move the Court of Queen’s Bench, on Thursday, the. 19th day of April instant, 
or the first opportunity after, to set aside the verdict had in this cause ag'ainst the 
said Thomas Tierney, and that a new trial he directed, or that a venira de novo be 
awarded, upon the following grounds; that is to say, — for that the jury list from, 
which have been framed the jurors’ hook and special jurors’ list for 1844, had been 
fraudulently dealt with, for the purpose of prejudicing the traverser in hi.s defence 
and that by reason thereof the traverser was in fact so prejudiced, the jury who 
tried this cause having been struck from the special jury list for 1844 ; and also 
for that John Jason Rigby, one of the jurors of the jury who tried tlie said cause, 
was sworn as John Rigby ; and also for that there is no such person as John Rigby, 
of Suffolk-street, in the county of the city of Dublin, as stated in the postea in 
this cause, but that the person who filled the office of juror is John Jason Rigby ; 
and also for that the said John Jason Rigby, prior to his having been sworn as 
aforesaid, informed the court of tho true state of facts, and said in open court 
he w'as not John Rigby, but John Ja.son Rigby ; and also for that there was no 
evidence adduced upon the trial in this cause to prove the fact of the alleged 
conspiracy, or any overt act thereof, to have taken place or occurred in the 
county of the city of Dublin; and also for that there was no evidence of the 
existence of any of the conspiracies imputed in the indictment ; and also for that 
the said verdict is against law and evidence; and also on the ground of the recep- 
tion of evidence that ought to have been excluded ; and also upon the ground that 
the trial of this cause was continued beyond the end of Hilary term, and did not 
terminate until the 13th day of February, instead of it having been adjourned on 
the last day of Hilary term until the first day of this present Easter term ; and 
also for misdirection of the learned Lord Chief Justice on the trial, or that the 
verdict had in this cause against the said Reverend Thomas Tierney be set aside, 
so far as same relates to the respective findings of guilty against the said Thomas 
riernc}’, on the first, second, third and fourth counts respectively of the indict- 
ment in this cause, on the ground that the only evidence which was left to the jury 
by the Lord Chief Justice of an act done by the .said Thomas Tierney was one 
speech made by the said Thomas Tierney at a meeting at the Corn Exchange on 
the 3d of October 1843, and was the only evidence offered, if evidence at all, 
to prove one conspiracy against the said Thomas Tierney, or for such other 
orderas the court may be pleased to make; which motion will be grounded on the 
affidavits already filed in the cause ; the several documents therein referred to ; the 
affidavit of the said Thomas Tierney ; the affidavit of William Ford, John 
M'Namara Cantwell and Thomas Reilly; and the affidavit of the said William 
lord and John M'Namara Cantwell, respectively filed this day in the proper office ; 
and also the affidavit of Peirce Mahony, esquire, to be made and filed in the 
proper office, of which you shall have a copy ; the authentic report of the learned 
Lord Chief Justices charge; the notes of the learned Chief Justice, and of 
the other judges of the court ; the nature of the ca.se, and reasons to be offered. 
Dated this 16‘th day of April 1844. 

7'homas lieilly, 

Attorney for the said Reverend Thomas Tierney. 

To William Kemmis, Esq., Crown Solicitor. 



Now, James Lawlor y of Jervis-street, in the city of Dublin, writing clerk, aged 
years and upwards, maketh oath and saith, that on the Idth day of April 
instant, at Kildare-street, in said city, he, this deponent, served William Kemmis, 
esquire, Crown solicitor, with the notice, of which the above writing is atruecopy, 
by delivering unto and leaving with the servant-man, of the age of 16 year-s and 
upwards, of the said William Kemmis, in the dwelling-house otthe said William 
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Kemmis, in Kildare-stvcct aforesaid, a. true copy of said 
to give same to the said William Kemmis. 



notice, and desired him 



Sworn before me, at my oflicc on the Inns- 
ejuay, Dublin, this ISlIi day of April 
1844. 

W.Bovrne, jmu, D. Clk. Crown. 
Received 18th April 1844. 



James Lawlor. 



AFriDAvrr of X. Htighes, sworn 10th and filed lath April 1844. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Richard Barrett, Thomas Steele, the Reverend Tliomas Tierney 
and Charles Gavan Dufly. 

Sir, , 

Take notice, that counsel on behalf of the defendant, John Gray, will the 
first o[)portimity move the court that the verdict had in this cause against the said 
defendant be set aside, and that a new trial be granted, or d. venire de now ho. 
awarded, on the several following grounds ; that is to say, — for that the said verdict 
IS against law and evidence, and against the u eight of evidence, and is defective 
and uncertain ;• and for that the lists of jurors and the jurors’ book for the year 
special jurors’ list from which the special Jury was struck for the 
trial of this cause, and by which the same was tried, were respectively, fraudulently 
and improperly dealt with, and contrived for the purpose of prejudicing the de- 
fence, and procuring an unfair trial of this cause, and that by means thereof this 
defendant w'as in fact prejudiced in his defence and unfairly tried ; and for that 
this cause was tnistried further to the prejudice of this defendant, inasmuch as a 
person narned John Jason Rigby was sworn upon and acted as one of the jury on 
the said trial as and in the name of John Rigby, of Sufiblk-street, in the county of 
1 whei'eas there is no such person as John Rigby aforesaid, of 

which fact the said John Jason Rigby, in open court, previous to his being* so 
sworn on the said jury, apprized the said court ; and for that the said jury were 
illegally and improperly allowed to separate, and did separate and go at large 
iiom day to day during the said trial, and were thereby exposed to improper inter- 
lerences and influence prejudicial to this defendant, by means of publications in 
the public newspapers circulated in the city of Dublin, on the subject of the said 
pending' same; and for that the said trial was continued after the expiration 
of the last Hilary term and during several days in vacation, contrary to law; and for 
that no sufficient evidence was givenonthe said trial oftheseveraicoiispiracies or any 
of them, as set forth and charged in the indictment in this cause, having been en- 
tered iiitoby this defendant, and for that no sufficient evidence was given of the exist- 
ence, in point of fact, of the said conspiracies or any of them, or of some or of any of 
them^ havirig been entered into by this defendant during tlie time in that behalf 
in said indictraeut charged; and for that no sufficient evidence was given on the 
said trial of the said conspiracies or any of them having been entered into, or of 
any of the overt acts alleged to have been done in pursuance of same having been 
done or committed within the. county of the city of Dublin ; and for the adrriission 
of illegal and improper evidence for the Crown on the said trial ; and for mis- 
direction of the jury by the learned Chief Justice ; and for imperfect and ambiguous 
statement of the law, and insufficient direction of the jury in the application of the 
law, as stated to the facts of the case in evidence; and for leaving to the Jury 
matters of law which ought to have been determined by the court, and made the 
subject of direction to them ; and for submitting to, the consideration of th,e jury 
matters of law, and discussing topics irrelevant to the matters in issue, and calcu- 
lated to mislead and to be misunderstood by the jury ; and for stating to the jury, 
as if duly proved in evidence, matters of fact and documents of which no evidence 
or.po sufficient evidence was given ; and for stating and making the subject of a 
strong comment to the jury the documents and portions of documents and 
c.ations given in evidence for the Crown, without stating or referring to the ppr- 
mns of the same documents and publications read in evidence for tire defence 
P.kpIanaloTy of the evidence given for the Crown ; and for not directing the jury 
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as to the proper evidence of the snicl several conspiracies, and of cadi of them in 
reference to the particular evidence given in the case as uflecting each of the said 
several defendants ; and for not directing the jury as to the nature of tlic evidence 
given in the case, as aflecting each of the said defendants, and this defendant in 
particular; and for that the learned Chief Justice, in liis charge, conveyed his 
views of the case in such manner as was calculated to control the minds of the 
jury, by the belief that his lordship and the court considered the several defend- 
ants guilty of all the said conspiracies, -whereby this deponent was i^rejudicec! • 
which motion will be grounded on the affidavits already filed in tliis cause • the 
several documents therein referred to ; the affidavitof the said John dray, this day 
filed in the proper office; and the joint affidavit of William Ford and John 
M'Namani Cantwell ; and the joint affidavit of the said William Ford, John 
M‘Namara Cantwell and Thomas Reilly, this day filed in the proper office • and 
the affidavits of Peirce Mahony and Peter M‘Evoy Gartlan, to be filed and’uscd 
m tins cause, and of which you shall have copies ; the authentic report of the 
learned Lord Chief Justice s charge; the notes of the learned Lord Chief Justice * 
the postea; the nature of the case, and reasons to be offered. ^ 

Dated the 16th day of April 1844. 

Jolm M^Ntimat'a Cantwell, 

Attorney for the said John Gray. 

To William Kemmis, Esq., Crown Solicitor. 



Now, Luke Hughes, of Colcs-lane, in the city of Dublin, writing clerk, aged 
20 years and upwards, maketh oath and saitb, that on the IGtli day of April 
instant, _ before the hour of six o’clock in the afternoon of said day, at Kildare- 
street, m said city, he, this deponent, served William Kemmis, esquire, Crown 
solicitor, with die notice, of which the above writing is a true copy, by delivering 
*■?'> f servant-man, of the age of 1 (i years and upwards, of the 
said \V Ilham Kemmis, m the dwelling-house of the said William Kemmis, in Kil- 
dare-sh-eet aforesarf, a true copy of said notice, and desired him to give same to 
the said William Kemmis. ^ 

Sworn before me, at my office on the Inns- Hwfhsi, 

quay, Dublin, this 18th day of April 1844. 

W Borne, jun., D. Clk. Crown. 

Received 18th April 1844. 



AFFmnvrr ofZ. Hughes, sworn Kith and filed 18th April 1S44. 

QueknIs Bf,ncu, Crown Side. 

O’Comiell, Thomas Steele, Thoinai 
S RffibrnT Baneir Thomas Tierney, .Tolin Gra; 

Sir, 

™ O’Connell, one of the tra- 

versers m this cause, will move on Thursday, the 18th day of April instant, oi 
1 ’ ?i to set aside the verdict had in this calse against tin 

said John 0 Connell ; and that a new trial be directed, or that a venhc 4e novc 
R™""''®: ‘'i'll is to , say,— for that the jury listi 
11544 wp jurors book and special jury list for the present yeai 

1844, were fraudulently dealt with, for the purpose of prejidieing the said, traverse. 

diced ’• i’'® traverser was in fact so preju- 

IRiu’. speaai jny '"St 

the said eai ° ™ Fi™ jurors ofthe jury who triec 

ne sof,s th;,Tr"“rl* F,*!” ^ f'”' is no suck 

KteTi^ Suffolk-strcet, in the comity of the city of Dublin, as 

iiiror is lohn'r* B' F® ’ “d that the person who filled the office ol 

to Ws hsvwF s'"* tiis-ttlie said John Jason Rigby, prioi 

g een sworn as aforesaid, Informed the court of tlie true state of facts, 
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and said in open court he was noOrdin Rigby, but John Jason Rio-by- and also 
or that here was no evidence adduced upon the trial in this cause to prove the 
fact of the alleged conspiracy or any overt act thereof, to have, taheu place or 
occurred within the county of the city of Dublin ; and also for that there was no 
evidence therco of the existence of any of the alleged conspiracies imputed in the 
mdictment; and also for that the said verdict was against law and evidence and 
also against the weight of evidence ; and also on the ground of the reception of 
evidence that ought to liave been excluded; and also upon the ground that the 
trial of this cause was beyond the cud of Hilary term, and did not 

tcmiinate until the 1 ,:Jth day of February last, iiustead of it having heeu adiotimcd 
imtil the pix, sent Easter term; and also for misdirection of the learned Lord 
CliiefJust.ee; and also for that the learned Lord Chief Justice misdirected tlie 
jury asto the, cflect of the evidence; and also for that the learned Chief Justice 
slated to the jury, with strong coinmeiifary against the traverser, the evidence 
offered for the Crowii, am] omitted to make any other observation resulting from 
the evidence favourable to the traversers ; and also for that the whole current 
and bearing of the learned Chief Justice’s charge was such as to express and 
signify to the jury a strong conviction existing on his own mind of the miilt of the 
traversers ; and also ior that the learned Lord Chief Justice did not advert suffi 
cieiitly to the evidence offered for tlie traverser, or permit sufficiently the atten- 
tion of the jury to the effect oi the evidence, or to the inferences which they were 
at liberty to deduce tlicrofrom ; and also for that, on reading to the iurv extracts 
from the speeches uud publications given in evidence on the trial' tlie learned 
Chief .Tusticc on y read to the jury tlie extracts relied upon by the Crown and 
omitted to read the extracts relied upon by the traverser in the same speeches and 
publications ; and also for that the learned Lord Chief .fiistice stated facts to the 
jury in his charge which were not in evidence ; and also for that the learned Chief 
Joshoo did not state to the jury with sufficient clearness the application of the law 
to the particular facts of the case ; and also for that the learned Chief Justice 
expressed h.s opinion on the facta of the case to the jury in such a way as was 
calculated to control their judgment, and led them irresistibly to a conclusion of 
guilt 111 the traverser ; which said motion will he grounded on the affidavits alrcadv 
Hied 111 this cause, and the several documents therein referred to ; and the affidavit 
ot the said John O'Coiinell ; and the joint affidavit of William Ford and John 
MEamara Can Well ; and the joint affidavit of William Ford, John M'Namara 
ban^tweJl and Thomas Reilly, this day filed in the proper office ; and the affidavits 
ot Peirce Mahony and Peter M’Evoy Gartlan, to be filed and used in this cause 
0 which you shall have copies ; the aiitliciitic reiiort of the learned Chief .fiistice’s 
‘uai'ge ; the notes of the learned Chief J iistice ; and postea ; the nature of the case 
and reasons to be ofroi-cd. ’ 

Dated this IGtli day of April 1844. 

Pcircc Mahony, 

Attorney fur tlie said traverser. 

To William Kemntis, Esq., Crown Solicitor. 



Now, Znke Hughes, of Coles-.Iane, in the city of Dublin, writing cleric, aged 
years and upwards, maketh oatli and saith, tlmt on the IGth day of April 
instonti before the hour of six o'clock in the afternoon of said day, at Kildare- 
street, in said city, he, this deponent, served William Keimnis, esquire, Crown 
solicitor, with the notice, of which the above writing is a true copy, by delivering 
f-iT?-!,. with the servant-man, of the age of IG year.s and upwards, of the 

^id William Kemmis, in the dwelling-house of the said William Kemmis. ih 
Aildare-street aforesaid, a true copy of said notice, and desired him to ffive same 
to the said William Kemmis. 

O r j; rt- Hughes. 

bworn before me, at my office, Imis-quay, 

Dublin, this 18th day of April •1844. 

W. Bourne, jun., D. Clfc. Crown. 

Received 18th April 1844. 



11 3 ■’ Affidavit 
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Affidavit of L. Hughes, sworn 16th and filed 18th April 1844. 

In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Grav, Thomas 

Mathew Ray, Richard Barrett, Thomas Steele, Reverend Thomas Tiernev and 
Charles Gavan Daffy. 

Sir, ' 

Take notice, that counsel on behalf of the defendant, Thomas Mathew Raj-, will 
the first opportunity move the court that the verdict had in this cause ao-tiinst the 
said defendant be set aside, and that a new trial be granted, or a venire de novo be 
awarded, on the several grounds following; that is to say, — for that the said verdict 
is against law and evidence, and against the weight of evidence, and is defective and 
uncertain; and for that the list of jurors and thcjurors’book for the year 1844, and also 
the special jurors’ list, from which the special jurors were struck for the trial in this 
cause, and by which the same was tried, were respectively fraudulently and 
improperly dealt with, and contrived for the purpose of prejudicing the defence 
and procuring an unfair trial of this cause; and that by means thereof this 
defendant was in fact prejudiced in his defence and unfairly tried j and for that 
this cause was mistried, further to the prejudice of this defendant, inasmuch as 
a person named John Jason Rigby was sworn upon and acted as one of the jury 
on the said trial as and in the name of John Rigby, of Suffolk-street, in the 
county of the city of Dublin, whereas there is no such person as John Rigby 
aforesaid, of which fact thesaidJohn Jason Rigby, in open court, previous to his 
being so sworn on the said jury, apprized the said court ; and for that the said jury 
were illegally and improperly allowed to separate, and did separate and go at large 
from day to day during the said trial, and were thereby exposed to improper 
interference and influence prejudicial to this defendant, by means of publications 
in the public newspapers circulated in the city of Dublin on the subject of the 
said trial, and pending same ; and for that the said trial was continued after the 
expiration of the last Hilary term, and during several days in the vacation, con- 
trary to law ; and for that no sufficient evidence was given on the said trial of the 
several conspiracies, or any of them, as set forth and charged in the indictment in 
this cause, having been entered into by this defendant ; and for that no suffi- 
cient evidence %vas given of the existence, in point of fact, of the said conspiracies, 
or any of them, or some or any of them, having been entered into by this 
defendant during the time in that behalf in said indictment charged ; and for 
that no sufficient evidence was given on the said trial of the said conspiracies, 
or any of them, having been entered into, or of any of the overt acts alleged to 
have been done in pursuance of same having been done or committed within 
the county of the city of Dublin ; and for the admission of illegal and improper 
evidence for the Crown on the said trial ; and of misdirection of the jury by the 
learned Chief Justice ; and for imperfect and ambiguous statement of tlie law 
and insufficient direction of the jury in the application of the law as stated to 
the tacts of the case in evidence ; and for leaving to the jury matters of law 
vrhich ought to have been determined by the Court and made the object of 
irection to the jury ; and for submitting to the consideration of the jury matters 
■ot law, and discussing topics irrelevant toHhe matters in issue, calculated to mis- 
lead and to be misunderstood by the jury; and for stating to the.jury, as if duly 
proved m evidence, matters of fact and documents of which no evidence, or no 
sufficient evidence, was given; and for stating and making the subject of a strong 
comment to the jury the documentsand portions of documents and publications given 
m evidence lor the Crown, without stating or referring to the portions of the same 
.documents and publications read in evidence for the defence, explanatory of the 
evidence given for the Crown ; and for not directing the jury as to the proper 
evidence ot the said several conspiracies and each of them, in reference to the 
particular evidence given in tlie case as affecting each of the several defendants, 
and tor not directing the jury as to the nature of the evidence given in the case 
defendants, and this defendant in particular; and 
that the learned Chief Justice, in his charge, conveyed his views of the case 
i calculated to control the minds of the jury by the 

oeiiet that Ins Lordship and the court considered the several defendants guilty 
01 all the said conspiracie.s, whereby this defendant was prejudiced : which motion 
® DU the affidavits already filed in this cause, and the several docu- 
ments therein referred to; the affidavit of the said Thomas Mathew Ray, this 

.day 
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day filed in lEe proper office, and the joint affidavit of William Ford and John 
M'Namara Cantwell ; and the joint affidavit of the said William Ford, John 
M'Namam Cantwell and Thomas Reilly, this day filed in the proper office; 
and the affidavits of Peirce Mahony and Peter M‘Evoy Gartlan, to be filed and 
used in this cause, and of which you. shall have copies ; the authentic report of 
the learned Chief Justice’s charge ; the notes of the learned Lord Chief Justice ; 
the postea ; the nature of the case, and reasons to be ofl'ered. Dated this 16th 
day of April 1844. 

Jo/in M‘]Vamara Cantwell, 

Attorney for the aaid Thomas Mathew Ray. 

To W. Kemmis, Esq., Crown Solicitor. 



Now, Luke Hughes, of Colcs-lane, in the city of Dublin, writinn- clerk aged 
20 years and upwards, raaketh oath and saith, that on the 16th day of April 
instant, before the hour of six o’clock in the afternoon of said day, at Kildare- 
street, m said city, he, this deponent, served, William. Kemmi.s, esquire, Crown 
solicitor, with the notice, of which the above writing is a true copy, by delivering 
unto and leaving with the servant-man, of the age of 16 years and upwards, of 
the said William Kemmis, m the dwelling-house of the said William Kemmis, in 
Kildare-street aforesaid, a true copy of said notice, and desired him. to give same 
to the said William Kemmis. 



Sworn before me, at the Crown Office, on the 
Irms-quay, Dublin, this 18tli day of April 
1844. 



Li*!ie Hughes. 



JV. Bourne, jun., D. Clk. Crown. 



Received 18th April 1844. 



Affidavit of P. Mahony, sworn in London 17th and filed l«th April 1844. 



Queen’s Bench, Ireland, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Mathew Ray, 
Richard Barrett, John Gray, Charles Gavaii Duffy, Thomas Steele and the 

, Reverend Thomas Tierney. 

Beirce Mahony, of No. 23, William-street, in the city of Dublin, esquire, and 
attorney for John O’Connell, a traverser in this cause, maketh oath and saith, 
that late in the evening of the 3d or early on the morning of the 4th day of 
January last, being the night before or the day on which the ballot for a jury to 
try the issue in this cause was to be had, was the period at which he became, for 
the first time, aware or had been informed that there had been any omission 
whatsoever of the names of persons, or of the name of any person, from the 
general list of jurors, or from the special jurors’ list, or from the jurors’ book for 
the county of tlie city of Dubl in, for the year 1844, whose qualification or quali- 
fications to be on the said special jury list for said city, for said year, had been 
adjudicated upon and allowed by the said Recorder of the city of Dublin, on the 
revision of the jurors’ list for the year 1844, which had been held in open court 
m the month of November then last past; and deponent saith, that the said 
omission of the several names from the said general list, and from the special 
jury^panel and jurors’ book as aforesaid, was without the knowledge, consent, 
privity, contrivance, suggestion or sanction, direct or indirect, of this deponent, 
or of any person or persons acting for him, or with his privity, or in any way 
whatsoever by his authority or on his behalf; and this deponent saith, he hud 
iiot, directly or indirectly, any communication whatsoever with George Magratli, 
in the office of the clerks of the peace of the city of Dublin, who, it is 
aneged on the part of the Crown, had the custody of the jurors’ lists, as so adju- 
dicated on by the .said Recorder, or any other clerk or person in the said office 
or elsewhere, relative to the same, in order to induce the said George Magrathj 
or, any other person whatsoever, to omit said names, or any of them, or any other 
name from said general list, or special jury list; or jurors’ book as aforesaid or 
'VpJ- II 4 io 
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to omit, or alter in making’ up said general list: and jurors’ book the qualification 
of said persons so omitted to be special jurors on said general list ; or to omit the 
qualification of any person -whatsoever from said list; or in anywise to tamper 
or improperly deal with same, or alter, change or amend the same ; and this 
deponent saith, that he verily believes that the omission ot the names was not by 
accident, but was the effect and result of design and contrivance, and to prejudice 
the said traverser, . 

Peirce Maho^iy. 

Sworn before mo, in my office in Soutbampton- 
buildings, in the county of Middlesex, the 
17 th day of April 1844 ; and 1 know the 
deponent. 

7'komas K. King, 

Commissioner of the Court of Queen’s Bench in Ireland, 
for taking Affidavits in said county. 

Mahony, Attorney. 

Received 19th April 1844, 



Aji'FiDAVjT of y. G. Hodges, sworn and filed 22d April 1844. 



Tn the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, John Gray, Charles Gavan Dufly, the Reverend Thomas 
Tierney, Richard Barrett. 

John George Hodges, of, Teuehfield-tevrace, Sandymount, in the county of 
Dublin, genllentan, maketh oath and saith, that lie is a short-hand writer, and was 
employed for the purpose of taking a note of the proceedings on the trial of this 
cause ; saith, he attended the said trial from day to day, and took down with great 
care ’and accuracy the several matters which occurred during and immediatMy 
previous to the said trial ; saith, he has transcribed from his original short-hand 
notes into a book, consisting of 1 1 pages, marked with the letter (A.), and on each 
page of which deponent has signed his name, a true, faithful and accurate 
transcript of so much of this deponent’s short-hand note of the proceedings on the 
said trial, and immediately previous thereto, as in the said 11 pages contained ; 
and saith, that the said transcript contains a true, faithful and correct report of 
the said proceedings, so far as the same arc set out therein. 

J.G.IMgcs. 

Sworn before me, in the Court of Queen’s 
Bench, this 22d April 1844. 

W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 



(A.) 

Court of Queen’s Bench, Dublin, Tuesday, ICth January 1844. 

The Queen v. O’Connell and others. 

(Extract.) 

Mr, Bourne — [calling thejuj'i/]^ John Rigby. 

Mr. Righy. I beg to state that my name is, John Jason Rigby ; I have been 
summoned in the name of John Rigby. 

Mr. Bourne. Are you John Rigby, of 175, Great Bmnswick-street ? 

Mr. Righy. Yes ; I am, 

Mr. Fitzgibhon. The name is on your door, “ William and John Rigby.” 

Mr. Rigby. The name on the door is Mr. John J, Rigby. 

Mt. Fitzgibhon. Is not the name on the door of your lio-use of business, William 
and John Rigby? 

M.r. Rigby. John J. Rigby. 

Mr. Fitzgibhon. Are you not the person named there ? 

Mr. Rigb- 
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THE QUEEN t'. DANIEL O’CONNELL AND OTHERS. 

Mr. B’g'^y- i 

The Attormj- general. He must in that case, my Lords, be sworn by the name 
of John Rigby; because it will, otherwise, be error on the record, if a different 
person is sworn to what appears in the veiiire—ii he is sworn by that name, 
and the. name taken down. 

• Mr. Bighy. The same thing exempted Mr. Papworth yesterday. 

The Lord Chief Justice. No; Mr. Papvvorth’s was not the name by which he 
was designated ; he had a different name. 

Ux. Rigby. Mr. Papwortli’s case was, that he was Collins Papworth; and he 
was summoned by the name of James Collins Papworth. 

The Lord Chigf Justice. It is not a parallel case ; you owe a duty to the public ; 
and, as we think you are summoned in a sufficiently explicit way, you are bound to 
serve. 

Mr. Rigby was then sworn by the name of .John Rigby. 

[At the conclusion of the Attorney-general’s statement on the first copy:] 

The Attorney-general. I shall not be able to conclude, my Lords, this even- 
ing, and as I have now arrived at the month of August, I do not know whether 
or not this will be a convenient time for the court to adjourn. If it is the wish, 
of the court that I should proceed further, I will do so, but it will be totally im- 
possible for me to conclude this evening. I am entirely in the discretion of the 
court. 

The Zor^/ Clnef Justice. We do not by any means wish to prcs.s you, if you are 
at all fatigued. 

[The jury were about to retire, and there was some consultation among 
their Lord.ships.] 

The Lord Chief Justice. Mr. Attorney, do you know at all what is to be done 
with the jury between this and the morning ? 

The Attorney-general. With respect to that, my Lord, it is a matter entirely 
resting with the court. I shall hand up to your Lordship the case of The King 
against Kiimear and others. It i.s a matter, under all the circumstances, resting 
with the court, in a case of rai.sdemeanor. If the court should come to the con- 
clusion that the gentlemen of the jury should stay together, the course to be 
adopted by the high-sheriff would be, as occurred in some of the State Trials, to 
have comfortable hotel accommodtition, where they could have every convenience 
and comfort, consistent with the circumstance of their not separating. 

The iorc/ Chlif Justice. Mr. Moore, have you taken into your consideration 
the subject of the jury separating ? 

Mr. Moore, No, indeed, my Lord, I have not. 

The Foreman. It will be a very serious injury for men in business to be locked 
up for a month or so. 

The Lo7'd Chif Justice. I hope, Sir, there is no danger of what you anticipate?, 

(To tlie learned Counsel). I do not understand the way you have received ray-, 
overtures on this subject ; I should have expected to have had assistance from 
both sides. 

The Atto7'ney-general. With respect to the view of the ca,se. 

Mr. Moore. I will give your Lordship every assistance. 

Ati07'7?ey-gcneral. Youj’ Lordship having put the question to me, I am 
bound to answer it ; it is my'tluty to do so. It does occur to me, in a case of 
this great ami vast importance, tliere is nothing .so desirable, with a view to the 
due administration of justice, as that no opportunity should be given for commu- 
nication with those imfiamielled to try the case, by either side; and it certainly 
would appear to me, I do acknowledge, altliough the power rests with the court 
according to the authority of tliat case to which 1 have referred, in a misdemeanor 
ca.se, although not in a felony case ; yet, considering the seriousness of the present 
charge of conspiracy, it does, I confess, appear to me that it would be the more 
proper course that the jury should not separate. I am bound to .state that as my 
opinion, your Lordship having put it to me ; and having stated that, I shall leave 
It to the belter judgment of the court. I observe in the State 'I'rials, in some of 
the high treason cases, the cour.se adopted was this, — the best accommodation, 
under the circumstances, that could be got for the jury was got in a neighbouring 
hotel, and the high sheriff was ordered to. give directions that the jury should be 
■ 395* I kept 
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kept togetlicr in this hotel during the pendency of the proceedings That took 
place m several of the cases in the State Trials. Hardy’s case, and others ■ a]i(! 
considering the grave nature of the present charge, my own private opinion i, 
undoubtedly, however hard it may be on gentlemen who have to administer ius’ 
tiee in this case, and however desirous I should be, individually, that they should 
not suffer inconvenience, yet, when the question is put to me, 1 should not h 
discharging- my public duty, if I did not stale, in my opinion, that I think tl,«i 
they ought not to separate. 

A Juror. It is an arduous duty for those of the jury engaged in business to 
attend such a trial as the present, even if they are allowed to go homo at nio-ht- 
hut the duty is manifold more injurious to them if they are to be denied 4e’ 
opportmiity of going home, and in some measure attending to their affairs. 

Mr, Righy. The jurors are mostly men of active habits; now I myself have sat 
more these two days than 1 have done the last six months [lanrvhter.l I beo- to 
say, although it may be cause of mirth to others, yet it may be of serious conse- 
quence to me, as I am in the habit of being on my feet nine or ten hours a dav 

The Mtornexj. general. If the jury would sufl'er the incoiivoiiience which so 
inany of them state, I certainly should be the last person to seek to impose it on 
them ; but if they are permitted to separate, if that be the feeling of the court I 
am sure it will be impressed on gentlemen of their respectability, that they are 
not to permit any communication to be made to tliern. ^ 

Several Jurors. Hear ! hear ! hear ! 

The Aftoraey-goieref. In making that observation, I really do not wish to 
make the slightest imputation on tlio traversers, or their attomies or solicitors 
but 1 know, 111 cases of tins kind, there arc very often pcr.soiis tot-ally unconnected 
who sometimes mterfei-o m matters in which they are not employed, dii-cctly or 
indiiectly. I make the observation merely that there may be no communication 
??'■ ''PP’y.'’S the observation to the traversers or their attoi-nies. 

Mr. Rtgiy. If any thing of the kind takes place, I should think it would be 
my hrst duty to apprize the court of it. 

fhe Solicitor~gerierul . V ery well, sir. 

Mr. jldoo-re. On the part of the traversers, I was unwilling to make any 

SZt “y Lords, I was 

S- bm n “'g''t.have been cast on me or the. traversers by so 

part rf the rt f from the Attorney-general, on the 

LrLt "" “> ‘0 express my 

perfect concunence on their behalf to the jury being saved from every possible 

rATorue" T ^ Ldt™ obsIa?mn of 

will l ‘'f* “ be on either side, and I trust there 

felce wram ‘bo -slightest inter- 

Several Jurors. Hear! hear! 

whit ra"' ®“!*o“>on of the jury, you will also bear in mind, 

»rTn Sh ft a*" propnety of, the suggestion thrown out by Mr. Rigby, 
TOU dircefrof bfif If “ “ ‘0 '■ooturc to oommimicate with an} of 

ITcl forb d Um If / 'i ra “f ‘be trial, I trust you will at 

court. ’ ' ■ necessary, compiaiii to the 

Several Juror.!. Certainly, my Lord. 

assHuIrmn all^voiIoInfL^ sure the court will meet with a ready 

from the Attornev we o that proposition ; and, after what you have heard 

Svou anH ‘bey are satisfied to leave the case 

To hiTf moving ® 3"“' bo I, ere again a little before 



Court of Qokpn’s Bexcm, Dublin, Wednesday, 17th January 1844. 

The Queen «. O’Connell and others. 

(Extract-.) 

whltLfSd fwo nfme observation : I was asked yesterday 

wnemer itad two- aatnes,,and I stated, the name cm my hall door was “ John J. 

Rigby-” 
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^ found to my great sui’prisc, on going liome, it was only “ J. Righy” 

was on it. 

Mr. Fitzgihbon. I hope Mr. Rigby will recollect what an illustration that is of 
the fallibility of memory. 

J. G. Hodges. 



Affidavit Archer and Dicldmoti, and Notice annexed thereto, sworn and 
filed 22d April 1844. 



(Indorsed.) 

Notice referred to in the Affidavit of George Archer and Robert 
Dickinson, sworn to this 22d day of April 1844. 

W. Clk. Crown. 

George Archer. 

Roherl Dickinson. 

Whereas in an affidavit sworn in the cause of The Queen against Daniel 
O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray, John Gray, 
Charles Gavan DulTy, Richard Barrett, tlie Reverend Thomas Tierney and the 
Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, by Peirce Mahony, esquire, and filed on the 9th 
day of January 1844, in the Queen’s Bench, it is stated, amongst other matters, 
that a revision of the jurors’ book for the city of Dublin for the year 1844, and 
held before the Right honourable the Recorder, on the 14th November 184-3, 
and on the subsequent days, up to and including the 23d of the same month; 
And whereas in the said affidavit it is also stated, that after the said revision 
the said Peirce Mahony applied to George Magrath, deputy clerk of the peace 
for said city, and who acted as register to said Recorder during said revision, to 
permit person.s appointed by the said Peirce Mahony to inspect the lists of the 
parishes that had been revised by the said Recorder, and to introduce into the 
said Peirce Mahony’s copies the corrections and adjudications made by the said 
Recorder, and the qualification attached to each name therein, and that the said 
George Magrath consented to such application, and that thereupon the said 
Peirce Mahony ai)pointed for such purpose four competent persons, namely, 
Edmond Hagarty, Patrick Oaynor, Thomas B. Cormick, and P. J. Murphy, to 
make such inspection, and to compare said copies of said Peirce Mahony with 
said revised list of said Recorder, and that said persons last named proceeded 
to do so, and brought back to said Peirce Mahony the said copies of said lists of 
four parishes; videlicet— St. Anne’s, St. Audeon’s, St. Andrew’s and St. Bridget’s, 
whicli the said persons stated to the said Peirce Mahony they liad compared with 
the said lists as revised by said Recorder, and had introduced in red ink into said 
copies of the said Peirce Mahony the various corrections and adjudications as they 
appeared on said revised lists of said Recorder, and which statement the said Peirce 
Mahony verily believes to be true; And whereas tlie said Pcircc Mahony, in his 
said affidavit, further stated, that it appeared from said four copies, as they were so 
altered after said comparison, and brought back by said persons to the said Peirce 
Mahony, that the names of the following persons were adjudicated upon by said 
Recorder, and their qualifications to be special jurors allowed by him, and that 
the following were the said name? ; that is to say, Nicholas James Gaffry, Hugh 
Buffy, James Duggan, Charles Egan, James Egan, Thomas Egan, George 
Ealkiner, Nathaniel Halbert, Bernard Martin, Nicholas Martin, John Vicars, 
Thomas Murray, Thomas White, James Reilly, Sylvester Young; And whereas 
the names of the said 15 persons were not placed on the special jurors list for the 
year 1844 : And whereas the said 15 persons respectively, at the time of the said 
revision, resided in the following places; that is to say, Nicholas James Caffry, 
3, Usher’s-qiiay, in the parish of St. Audeoti’s, in the city of Dublin ; Hugh Duffy, 
29, Bridge-street, in the same parish; James Duggan, 2, Ushers-quay, in the 
same parish; James Egan, Nos. 18 and 19, High-street, in the same parish; 
Thomas Egan, Nos. 18 and 19, High-street, in the same parish ; Charles Egan, 
Nos. 18 and 19, High-street, in the same parish; George Falkiner, 23, Cook- 
street, in the same parish; Nathaniel Halbert, 29. Corn-market, m the same 
parish ; Bernard Martin, 10 and 11, Bridge-street, m the same parish ; Nicholas 
Martin, 10 and 1 1, Brido-e-street, in the same parish ; Thomas Murray,. 1 0, Usher s- 
.395. 1 2 
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quay, in tlie same parisli ; Janies Reilly, 24, Utliei-’s-nuay, in the sm,u, ■ , 
John Vicars, 30, Com-market, in the same pai-iali ; Thonms White 43 ^Hf i' ’ 
street, m the same pansh - Sylvester Young, 40, Bridge-street, in the sarnepS: 
And whereas m an aftdavit made m the said cause by the said Pati-iet r ' 
Thomas Bernard Corraick, Edward Hagarty and Palick Joseph Mu 
filed the 10th day oUanuary IS44, it is, amongst other things, stated K’nf 
said revis.on of the said jury lists before the said Recorded, tlicy received hi 
copies from the said Peirce Maliony, mentioned by him in his said affidn!:, ? 
proceeded to the office of the said ^George IVIagr^th, aeting^r'lf t ’ “ 
be ieved, as deputy clerk of the peace for the city of Dublin, and that havffin 
asked the said George Magrath for the lists of the riarishes, as Revised I™ tl ! 
Recorder the said George Mag-rath thereupon gavl them eeliriS^p n Vtffi 
to be said revised lists : And whereas it is further stated in the said las 
affidavit, that then, in the presence of the said George Magrath, they, the sffid hs, 

mentioned deponents, proceeded to compare said revised’ lists with said “Its 

and said Patrick Gaynor and Edmond Hagarty swore, and each fir hZsIlf 
swore m the said last-menl.oned affidavit, that they carefully compared said conts 

b ,1 of ra?,r"“ 1 , ■ *'■''= ^ntspondlng r I rid 

sts of said two parishes and that they introdueed into said copies in red® ink all 
the corrections and adjudications made by said Recorder, as the same apnelred h 
said revised lists of said two parishes ; and the said Thomas B. Cormick ILd pi ri I 
Josepl Mtirpliy swore arid eacli for himself swore in the said last-ment“n;d Iffi 
davit tha they caretiilly compared the said copy of the parish of St. Andrew’s aiffil; 

|S»Pi 

Richard Barrett respectively, and filedZ the ledilyt ’t", tld Ulf 

and tiled mi the 16th April J844 it is stl Id til t ■' ‘^'l '“‘"'■■cs, 

4th January 1844, they found that tliP nnmi ^ inquiring:, on or about the 

Jiiff, as they had heard and ^ number of persons, exceed- 

■sard speelaFj “ t’o be on 

fact, omitted froLaid Ipeeiffi tw IK ^ 

last-mentioned affidavit it is stated^ that th f P“''‘ “f the said 

Cantwell, conceived, -an 1 Z ! Iltn “"i -T- M- 

said names was frau'duleutlv done ^ ®*' 

having any person l o 

the said cause, and for the pm-noso of nroind 1,° I'i ““ “'JI 

cause, aiid timt it did in fnr-i • a- *i traversers in the said 

in aiiihei-p It I Khe sahrlffiZb'rt '^='1 ‘>''=teof: And whereas 

stated, tliauhev hid beenintn^^^^^^ 'V M. Cantwell 

the names omitted in the .special jlrors’ lilt’IIr 'b'' v™”!! ’’f 

without the qualificatinn K^tinrr ' j \ ^ P found in the jui'ors’ book, but 

to place thertfZZecIZiwtt t’’ 

State by affidavit entirlpd in -a hereby called .upon to 

and evei'y person" omitted fi-om name and residence of each 

adjudicated on by the said HecordenrLin^iT'^ 

■list, and a specific statement nf tKo ' qualified to be on the special jurors’ 

who the Recorder decided wa! entitled” to^h' residence of each and every person, 
whose name does hot appear thereon and ii^ jurors’ list, and 

to the omission of eadh aiid p* ’ explanation of the cause which Idd 

^ eadh and every name from said Jnvors' book and said special 

jurors’ 
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jurors- list respootively ond how and in what mannor such omissions respectively 
took place, and to explain the other mutters hereinbefore stated. Dated this 19th 
day of April 1844'. 

40, Kildare-street. Wm. Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 

To Messrs. George Archer and Robert Dickinson, 

Clerks Peace for the City of Dublin. 



Gentlemen, 40^ Kildare-street, 19th April 1844. 

I EtJCLOSE to yon a statement, by. direction of the law-officers of the Crown, to 
■which 1 request your particular attention, and sngg-est that it is your duty to 
explain, by affidavit, to be filed in the Crown Office, and entitled in the Queen’s 
Bench, and m the cau.se of The Queen opam.sJ Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell 
nomas bteele Ihomas M-athew Ray, John Gray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Richard 
Barrett and the Reverend Thomas Tierney, the several matters in the said 
statement contained ; and, as the motion in the said cause is fixed for Monday 
next, It IS requested you will file the said affidavit before the Crown Office closes 
to-morrow ; and, if said affidavit cannot be filed before the closiim- of the Crown 
Office to-morrow, I request you will let me know, before 12 o’clock to-morrow in 
writiug, on what day it will be filed ; or, if vou decline to file any affidavit I 
request yon may apprize me in nriting that yon so decline. 

I remain, Gentlemen, your obedient servant, 

Wm. Keynmis, Crown Solicitor. 

To Me, SRI'S. George Archer and Robert Dickinson, 

Clerks Peace for the City of Dublin. 



hi the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen agabist Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell. Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, John Gray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Richard Barrett and the 
Reverend Thomas Tierney. 

George Archer ^ and Robert Dickinson^ clerks of the peace for the county of 
the city ol Dublin, severally make oath and say, and first this deponent, George 
Archer, for himself saith, that he was served with the notice hereunto annexed, 
hearing' date the lOih day of April 1844, and addressed to these deponents, and 
purporting to he signed by "William ZemmivS, Crown solicitor, at his dwelling- 
house, Henrietta-street, in the said city of Dublin, at the hour of six o’clock in 
the afternoon of the said 19lh day of April 1844, which this deponent, George 
Aicher, hath read ; and this deponent, Robert Dickinson, for himself saith, tliat he 
was served with a copy or duplicate of the said notice at the sessions court, Green- 
street, at or about the liour of six o’clock in the afternoon of the said I9th April 
1844, which this deponent, Robert Dickin-son, hath read and compared with the 
said notice hereto annexed ; saith, that these deponents were previous to, and in 
and during the year 1843, and still are, clerks of the peace for the county of the 
; each of these deponents for himself saitli, it is true that a revision 
01 the jurors’ book for city of Dublin, for the year 1844, was held by the Right 
honourable the Recorder of the said city, on the 14th day of November 1843’, 
and on the subsequent days, up to and including the 23d day of the same month ; 
each of these deponents for himself saith, which the other of them believes to be 
toe, that lie hath heard from George Magrath, in the said notice named, that, 
alter the said revision, Peirce Mahony, in uic said notice also named, applied to 
said Geoi’ge Magrath to permit persons appointed by the said Peirce 
Mahony to inspect the li.sts of the pari.slies that had been revised by the said 
Recorder, and to introduce into the said Peirce Mahony’s copies of the said 
parish lists the corrections and adjudications made by the s-aid Recorder, and the 
qualifications attached to each name in the said revised lists, and also that the 
^id George Magrath consented to such application j and this deponent, Robert 
, ickin.son, for himself saith, which the said George Archer believes to be true, 
hat he never was party or privy to, or did he know or hear of such consent till 
e was informed by the said George Magrath, at some time in the month of 
395' I 3 November 
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Hovembev 1843, ami shortly after tlie liokling- of tlic said revision, tluit the said 
George Magrath bad consented to such application 's aforesaicl, and bud actually 
given tbe revised lists of four parishes in the said city of Dublin^ to the said 
Peirce Mahony, or to some, person or persons on his behalf; but this deponent, 
llobert Dickinson, also saith, that at the same time tbe said George Magrath 
also informed him that he had, at the recjuest of Mr. Wauchob, solicitor, caused 
the corrections and adjudications made by the said Recorder to be introduced 
into the copies of the collectors lists in the possession of the said Mr. Wauchob ; 
but this deponent, UoberfDiddnson, saith, that he never was party or privy to, 
nor did he know or hear of such compliance with the rcHpiest of the said Mr. 
Wauchob, till he was so informed as alore.said by the said George Magrath; 
and this deponent, George Archer, for himself saith, that lie ueyer was party or 
privy to such consent, nor did he know or hear of such consent till the month of 
Junuarv 1844, and after the jurors’ book had been delivered by these deponents 
to the'high Rheritf of the city of Dublin; the.so deponents severally say, that 
the said George Magrath i.s not, nor was he at any time, to the knowledge, infor- 
mation or belief of these deponents, deputy clerk of the peace for the said city 
of Dublin; nor have these deponents, nor had they ever, any deputy, or have 
they or any of them ever exercised the said ollicc by deputy, but the said George 
Magrath 'is principal clerk in the ofHce of tliese deponents; these deponents 
believe that he acted as register to the said Recorder in the revision aforesaid; 
each ofthe.se deponents foi- himself saith, which the other of them believes to be 
true, that be knows not whether the .said Peirce Mahony, u])on the occasion of 
.such consent as is hereinbefore and in the said notice mentioned, appointed the 
four persons in the said notice in that behalf named or any of tliem, or any other 
person or persons wbatsoever, to make such inspection as aforesaid, or to compare 
tbe said copies of the said Peirce M!ahony with the said revised lists of the 
said Recorder, or whether the said persons in the .said notice named, or any of 
them, or any other person or persons whatsoever, proceeded so to do ; but the.se 
deponents heard respectively, for tbe first time, from the said George Magrath, 
upon tbe respective occasions of his informing them that he liad so consented 
as aforesaid, that the revised li.sts of tbe four parishes in tlie city of Dublin, in 
tbe said notice named, had been given to the said Peirce. Mahony, or to some 
person or persons on his behalf ; but each of those deponents for himself posi- 
tively saith, which the other believe.? to be true, that, until bo respectively was 
so informed as aforesaid by the said George M.agrath, be knew not, nor had he 
heard, nor did he believe that the revised lists of the said Recorder had been 
inspected by any persons whonisocver, except tbe person.s employed for the 
purpose of making out the general list, to be delivered, pursuant to the Statute 
in that behalf, by the Recorder to these deponents, as such clerics of the 
peace as aforesaid ; and each of these deponents for himself saith, which 
the other of them believes to be true, that, until ho respectively was so 
informed as aforesaid by the said George Magrath, bo knew not, nor had he 
heard, nor did he believe, that the lists or list revised respectively by the said 
Recorder, of the said four j)arislies in the city of Dublin, or of any of them, 
or of any parish in the city of Dublin, or any copies or copy of such revised 
lists or list respectively, or any papers or paper i)Lirporting to bo copies or a 
copy thereof respectively, had been given to any person whatsoever, save for 
the purpose of making out the said general list to be delivered by the said 
Recorder to these deponents ; these deponents furtlier severally say, that 
after the completion of the revision of the lists aforesaid, the said general 
list was delivered, pursuant to the Statute in that behalf, by tire said Recorder 
lo these deponent.*?, as sucb clerks of the peace a.s aforesaid; and these depo- 
nents further say, that they caused a true and correct copy, a.s these deponents 
verily believe, of the said revised list to be prepared, and on or about the 29tb 
■day of December last these deponents delivered the same to David ^harij 
Latouche, esquire, the then high sheriff of the city of Dublin; and each w 
these deponents for himself saitii, which the other of them believes to be truej 
that at tbe time of their delivering such copy to the high sheriff as aforesaid, he 
has not heard, nor did he know or believe, but was wholly ignorant that the 
names or name of any persons or person whatsoever, adjudicated on by the said 
Recorder as qualifted to act either as common or special jurors, were o*" was 

admitted .out of the said jurors’ book; each of these deponents for himsel 

kaith, which the other of them believes to be true, that he knows not, nor does be 
; ■ beli-cve* 
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believe, that a gTos.?, will'll! ami oomipt .■mpprc.ssion of the names or name of the 
persons.oranj of tliem m that belmlf lu the said notice named, orofunyotherncrsoii 
or persons whateoever qualified to be placed on the special jurors’ list for il, ' 
jesr 1844, oyer tody place ; and each of tlic.se deponents for himself further sa h 
which the 0 her of them believes to be true, that he never was, nor is he t.artv o,’ 
privy to, or had he ever any act or part in any gro.ss, corrupt or wilful .snppre,ssio“ 
orany suppression whatsoever or i„ any omission of the names of name of 
any of the persons m that behalf in the said notice named, or any of them or nf 
any person wlimnsoeyer, qualified to be placed in the special jurors’ list for tl,.' 
year 1844 ; each of tliesc deponents for himself suitli, which the other of thotn 
believes to be tjme, lliat be does not know, nor docs he beliovo, that the oniis.sioii 
of the names of several or of any jHirsoos or person from the said special jurors’ 
list was the cfleet and result of design and contrivance to prcjmlice the traversers 
or that the same was Iraudiilcntly done for the purpose of dhrdiiishintr the cliaiice^ 
of having any person prolcs.siiig the Uoinai, Catholic religion on the iiiiiy to 1™ 
this case; but eacl, of those deponents for liimsellAiositIvely saitl. which 
the other of them behoves to be true, that be never wa,s party or privy to any 
such design, ecmtnvance or act respectively ; each of these de|Kmeits fiirtho^ 
saith, that the jurors book of the city of .Dublin for the said year 1844 is as he 

beheyc.s. m the ciisto. y or posses.sion of the high sheriff of the said city;'b„t 
that the general list delivered to tlie.se deponent.s, as .such clerk, of the p/aco as 
aforesaid, by the said Kecorder, and of'whicli ho believe., the said jurors* book to 
he a correct min.uscr.pt, is in the custody and posse, ssion of tlise deponents ; 
sdith, that he did. Ill the presence and with the assistance of the other of tliem 
and also in lie presence 0 the said Recorder, during two days in (lie latter end 
of the month of .laniiary lust, compare so much of the said general list as nur 
ports to contain all tlie name,, ot persons adjudicated upon by tlio s.aid Recorder as 
qualified to be special jurors of the said city of Dublin, of which part, he has 
been informed and believes, that the sjiceial juror.,’ list is a copy ; that upou such 
examination these deponents found tlie following names of 24 persons and of 
none others or other, omitted from the aforesaid part of the general list for the 
yeai 1844, who were or wa,s adjudicated on by the said Recorder asbeino- 

tint tin' deponents have heard and 
Wiete. that ti c same and no other names or nhma are omitted from the said 
special jurors list ; that, is lo say, Nicholas James Caffry, 3, Usher’s-aiiav mpv- 
cant; Hugh Duffy, 2, Upper Bridge-street, lineiulraper ; James^ DuWaii 
E™ 19,High-.street; Thoiiia; 



cvuin-inaritci, pawnoroKor; lliomas Murray, 10 Uslier’s- 
quay woollen manulaeturer ; Nichola., Martin, 10 and II, Lower Bridoe-street 

R diroi tT?'"' <i™'ff-^9.’eet,merchai,f; 

Ke lly, 24, Usher s-qiiay, woollen incrcliaiit ; John Vicaivs, .'10, Corn-market 
fr ther merchant; niomas White, 43. High-street, leather n, etchant; Sylvei; 

Blov fs m’ Pill-lane, ironmonger; Robeit 

cast, di.stillcr; Christopher Gille.spio, 07, Lower 
Willism'" inercliaut ; John v.iaynor, 4, Lower Gardincr-street, esquire ; 

John 8, Uiiper Gloucoster-strect, wholesale merchant; 

viilesfreet^-^“ ' '’i®’^’ squire; James White, 18, Upper Sack- 

mad I chard W, Barrington, 25, Eiistaoe,slreet, wholesale 

them tidV * deponent., for himself saith, which the other of 

next aftof7 true, that the several words rospectivedy hereinbefore written 

deuces nf *1 several names respectively truly set out the respective resi- 

saitl rovK persons wlio.se mimes they follow, as appearing by the 

them '***; deponent., for himself saith, which tlie other of 

80 deUvp'rwr/° compared the whole of the general list, 

tevi.sed bv tt>*° these deponents by tho said Recorder, with the parish lists as 
of them St 1 “coi'der ; nor can these deponents, therefore,' or either 

omitted frn™ ri ““ “““s uud residence., of each and every person (if any), 

»i*»edeDonpnt K P'™''®’ J'™*' which 

odjudicated boa correct transcript of the said general list, which was 

deponents ver?l™i save as hereinbefore mentioned; and these 

' 39J- ^ oelieve that an accurate and correct examination and cqro|,arison 



t 4 



of 
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of the said general list or jurors’ book -with tlic said revised lists would bo a 
business requiring several clays, and the assistance of several persons for the 
performance thereof; but these deponents are perfectly willing, if so required by 
this honourable court, or if it should be thought necessary for the purposes of 
iustice, or their duty so to do, to make such comparison and examination as last 
aforesaid ; each of these deponents for himself saith, which the other of them 
believes to be true, that he cannot, from knowledge, belief or otherwise, set forth 
whether the names or name of any other persons or person arc or is omitted from 
the said general list, who were or was adjudicated on by the said Recorder as 
qualified to act as jurors or juror for the said city of Dublin, except the names 
hereinbefore mentioned to have been omitted from that part of the said general 
list which purports to contain the names of all the persons qualified to act as 
special jurors ; and each of these deponents for himself saith, whicli the other 
of them believes to be true, that it is not true that many or any of tlse names 
omitted in the part aforesaid of the said general list, or as these deponents believe 
in the special jurors’ list, is to be found in the said general list, or, as these 
deponents believe, in the said jurors’ book, without the qualification being annexed, 
which would of right compel the sheriff to place them in the jurors’ list, except 
the name of the said John Gaynor, residing at No. 4, Lower Gardiner-street, as 
aforesaid ; and also the name of Christopher Gillespie, residing at 97, Lower 
Gardiner-street ; each of these deponents for himself saith, which the other of 
them believes to be true, that he cannot, from knowledge or otherwise than from 
the information of the said George Magrath, and llic corapUcated nature of the 
proceedings necessary to make out the said general list, give a full or any 
explanation of the omissions aforesaid, or any of tliem, from the said general list 
or jurors’ book respectively ; but each of these deponents hath read an affidavit 
made in this cause, and this day filed by the said George Magrath, and each of 
these deponents believe the several statements therein contained to be true. 

George Archer. 
Robert Dkkmon, 

Sworn before the Court of Queen's Bench, 
this 22d day of April 1844. 

• Waller Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

Jonathan Gresham, Attorney. 

Received 22d April 1844, from George Archer, Esq. 



Affidavit of G. A'hgratli, sworn and filed 22J April 1844. 



Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen agaifist Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, John Gray, Charles Gavan Dulfy, Richard Barrett and the 
Reverend Thomas Tierney. 

George Alagralh, of Phibsborough, in the county of IDuhlin, gentleman, 
maketl) oath and saith, that he was served at six o’clock In the evening of the 
19th of April instant with a notice annexed, purporting to be signed 
Kemmis ; that he acted as register to the Right honourable the Recorder from 
the 14th day of November 1843 up to the 23d day of the same mouth, at the 
revision of the jurors’ hook for the city of Dublin for the year 1844, during 
which revision Peirce Mahony, esquire, aided by counsel on behalf of some or 
one of the traversers, and Messrs. Wauchob and Jackson, solicitors, who, aided- 
by counsel, were present and acted in opposition to the said Peirce Mahony and 
said traverser’s counsel ; saith, that this deponent was not deputy clerk of the 
peace during the year 1843 for said city of Dublin, but then was, and still k, 
principal clerk in the office of Messrs. Archer and Dickinson, clerks of the 
peace; deponeiit sailli, that after such revision as aforesaid, Peirce Mahony ^ 
the said notice named, applied to this deponent to inspect the lists of the parishes 
that had been revised by the said Recorder, and to introduce into the said Peirce 
Mahony’s copies the corrections and adjudications made by the said Recorder, 
and the qualifications attached to each name therein ; and that he, this deponent, 

consented. 
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consented to such application, and that thereupou the said Pei, re Mahonv 
appointed four persons, who proceeded to make such corrections and adju^S 
m the presence of deponent; and this deponent ad, nits he did rive to d^e “a 
four persons appointed certain lists of the pa.islies as revisli by tl e Sd 

Recorder, and that the four persons informed this deuonent -,s d„/„ , T . 

recollects, that they did compare said copies with the slid lists of Lr pmishes 
viz.-St. rinnes, &t. Audeon’s, St. Andrew’s and St, Bridtrct’s as r “dLil I n ’ 
said Recorder; but whether the said four persons conlctlv or at all ^ 
the said copies with the said lists, or whether they iiUmrlncwl ' ^’^““Pared 
copies of the said Peirce Mahoiiy the varbn correc^^^^^^^ 
they appeared on .said revised list of said ReroXr ° a ^ adjudications as 
this deponent further .saith, that the .said Maliony, Waulob miT JackT“°* ’ 
time pievious to the said i.vision, applied lor "amrobtted”^^^ 
parochial lists as returned by t he several ffrand inrv i 1 ® ^ 

saith, tta after the said revision had , otade^L^S 

deponent by said Waucliob and Jackson to have their said conics m T c ‘ 
able to the lists as revised by the said Rerder ; 

the time he this deponent, gave such consent to the said Mallouy, he a so at the 

request ot the said Waucliob and Jackson, can., ed the oorrectiom and al 
^::r:n^d^j:'cks::f ? 

Crown, 

mation of the jurors book for the year J844; deponent sfith, thaUirbelhives ll 

may appeal, from the said copy of the said list of St. Audeon’s parish after it 
was so altered, that the names of the ] 5 iiersoiis mentioned in tlm said ’affidavit 
were adjudicated uj»n by said Recorder, and their qualification to be snecial 
juim-s allowed by urn; and this deponent saith, that the names of the saU IS 
persons were not placed on that parf of the geireral list by tl fstat l e in that 
behalf directed to be delivered by tlic said Recorder to the derks of ffifpeace of 
the said city, which purports to contain tire names of persons arranired -ureordinD- 

ffi :rdlpe“n''“’'® “/‘’I -b nn:isr;rettbehe“! 

m the said special jurors lists for the year 1844, which this deponent heard am 

Senalrrfn 'n S'- Aidoous parish, and are 

placed on r '‘T ‘'''j"dicated upon by the Recorder as qualified to be 

that the said is deponent believes 

tht places stted^hZr “".'"'y- f ‘h® of the said revision, resided at 
■not Cr Lifbtl n * ™d this deponent saith, he knows 

tTe’nres o . i ame r^^^^ " “r ^“PPreasicn of 

nam n “ n '“’y " ''‘t" ™ sttid notice 

snecial h,r ■ ^ c '■ P,'"'’®™ P"®™® "'hatsoever, qualified to be placed on the 

that tCv , ■ “i" ' “d deponent saitlq 

any *fr ^*a.cl he ever any act or part in 

or Mine d Zvof d suppi-essioli, or any suppression whatever of theZmes 

them nr of peisoiis m that behalf ]ii the said notice named, or any of 

•for the year 1844"^ qualified to be placed on the special juroiV list 

the omissinn nf +1 ’ deponent saith, lie knows not, nor does he believe, that 
•special iurors’ li»t't"*''d " “7 person or persons from the said 

thetravMsers ni-tlirt?! “'i®? ''“*8" contrivance to prejudice 

the chances nf I * * * fi-audulontly done for the purpose of diminishing 

jury to trv thi “““‘S' ““y professing the Homan Catholic religion on the 

such del L Z?®"' “ tltis deponent saith, that he never was party to any 
teomberofthp *'“® ®“‘h, that he is himself a 

either hv him! ll Catholic church, and he verily believes that no name was, 
list, but that a! * Pj™"”’ ’"dfoRy or intentionally omitted from such 

lorry of bnsi! ^ omission that did occur was the result of accident and the great 
naruZL eZ ‘'‘‘® ‘’'■P“‘®‘“ ®“P1’' *e 24 following 

“djudicated un™ Z residencos of the only persons who were 

jory lisf Recorder, or qualified to he on the rank or special 

belLes!-.jZes f fpooial jury list, as deponent 

Bridge-stveet linm,p Ushers-quay, merchant; Hugh Duffy, 2, Upper 

395. ’ ^’’draper; James Duggan, 2, Usher’s-island, iron merqhant; 

^ James 
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James Egan, IS and lOj Iligli-Rtreet, -vvoollon merchant ; Thomas Egan, iSandlQ 
High-street, waoHen merchant ; Charles Egan, IS and 19, High-street, woollen 
merchant ; George Falkiner, 22, Cook-street, linen merchant ; Nathaniel Halbert 
29, Corn-market, pawnbroker; Thomas Murray, 1 0,LTsher’s-qutiy, woollen manufac- 
turer; Nicholas Martin, 10 and 11, Lower Bridge-street, merchant; Bernard Martin 
10 and 11, Lower Bridge-street, mercliant; James Reilly, 24, Usher s-quay, woollen 
merchant ; John Vickers, 30, Corn-market, leather merchani ; Thomas White 43 
High-street, leather merchant; Sylvester Young, 39, Lower Bridge-street, merchant- 
• Brian Molloy, 12,Belvidere-place, major and .1.?.; Robert Gatchell, 36 and 37 Pin! 
lane, ironmonger ; RobertMolloy, IS, Merrion-square-east, distiller ; Christopher 
Gillespie, 97, Lower Gardiner-street, wine merchant; John Gayuor, 4, Lower 
Gardiiier-strect, esquire ; William d'orrens M‘Culiagh, 8, Upper Gloucester-strect 
wliolesale Tiiei'chant ; James White, IS, Upper Sackvillc-street, wine merchant' 
John Hussey Walsh, 27, Summer-hill, esquire ; and Ilicburd W. Barrino-tou* 
25, Eustace-street, wholesale merchant ; saith, that upon the lists heino- revised 
by the said Recorder, this deponent made out from said revised lists, on several 
separate sheets of paper, nine classifications from 20 parishes of the city of 
Dublin, for the purpose of preparing therefrom the said general list directed by 
the Act to be delivered by the Recorder to the said clerks of the peace; saith 
that with respect to the first 15 names, which are also those staled by the said 
Peii-ce hJahony to have been omitted, they were contained in one of the said 
sheets of paper, namely, the sheet containing the list, of the traders worth 6,000/. 
residing in St. Audeoii’s parish ; saith, that the said sheet was mislaid by 
some of the clerks employed by this deponent whilst this deponent was engaged 
in the superintending the preparation of the said general list to be mad'e out 
from the said parish lists so revised by the Recorder ; saith, that it was the duty 
of this deponent, on the said occasion, to abstract from the revised list nine 
different classes in each of the 20 parishes in the city of Dublin ; saith, that the 
said sheet, contaiuiug the 5,000/. traders of &t. Audeons parish, contains the 15 
names so mentioned to be omitted ; saith, tliat when the .said lists of the nine 
classes from the 20 different parishes were so made, they were treated by tbi.s 
deponent and said clerks as the originals from which that part of the said general 
list, which purported to contain all the names of persons arranged accordiiio- 
to rank and qualified to act as special Jurors, was to be prepared; saith, that 
thus deponent knew notliing whatever of the omission of any name from the 
said general list or the jurors’ book, which this deponent believed to be a 
transcript thereof, until the morning of Friday the 5th January, when hU 
atlection was called to it by an article which appeared in the Freeman’s 
Journal of that date; saith, that thereupon this deponent instituted an 
inquiry, and on making strict search, found the said sheet, containing the said 
lo names omitted of the 5,000/. traders of St. Auclcon’s parish, among a bundle of 
blank papers of the same general appearance, and with the same nriuted headings, 
which had been m the olfice where the copies had been made ; positively saith, he 
liath no doubt whatever that the said sheet was so mislaid through mere accident, 
and not with mtention or design of himself, or, as he verily believes, of any i>erson 
whatever; saith, that he immediately informed Mr. Archer, the senior clerk of 
the peace, of hs having so discovered said mislaid sheet; saith, that with respect 
to the other nine names of the 24 persons who were adjudicated upon by the 
Recorder, as having qualified to act as special jurors, and who were omitted in the 
copy of the lists given to the clerks of the peace as so qualified, this deponent 
saith, that Bryan Molloy, Robert Gatchell, Robert Mollov and James White were 
omitted altogether in making the said copies from said “revised lists ; saith, that 
Uiristopher Gi lespie, John Gaynor, William Torrens M'CulIagh, John Hussey 
Waish and Richard W. Barrington, were not included in that part of the general 
lust winch purports to contain the names of all the persons, arranged according to 
rank, and qualified to serve as special jurors, but are included among the common 
jurors on the said list ; saith, that this deponent cannot otherwise account for the 
total omission of the said four naines,nor for the misplacing of the said last-mentioned 
five nmnes, otherwise than by the number of the names contained in the said 
reyis^ list, the complicated nature and novelty of the duty to be performed by 
tins deponent and bis assistants in classifying and arranging the same, and the 
nuiry and anxiety necessarily incidental to the said revision ; saith that it may be 
Iml qualified to be special jurors were not adjudicated 

P . qualified to be such by the Recorder, in consequence of no evidence 

having 
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hsivios teen offered to show tliat they were entitled to be changed from tlie nuali 
Scat, on teturned as applica.1, c to them by the eclIeetoK; bm.deponent st itrtW 
no name, adjudicated upon by the said Recorder ns so au-ilifiod n- l “ ‘ 
beliores is otnitted with the exception of the ab„™ 2^ tTfX 
general list arranged according to rank, and delivered to the clerks offe caoe 
of which deponci, be icvcs tlic special jiirota’ list is a transcript; and aitl tto 
„t be iianics adjudicated upon and whicli are nii,splaced, the name of t e id 
John Uaynor IS entered without tlic qualification wl.ich would entitle 1 i, to I c 
placed upon the list 0 special jurors, the said John Gnynor being, bZistal e 
written gentleman instead m esquire, and also tbe name orAJhristoid e. Gd fsn e 
who IS in the common jurors last as wme morel, ant ; deponent further saill. hat ho 
,s not able to state by allidayit, or otborwise, the i,i,m<! and residence o f^c I nd 

every person .1 any. ora, tied , •oin the comnioi, jiirors’ list lor the year 1844 this 

deponent not having iim.scll personally conqiared that part of he generai 

Recorder, to be placed on the rank or .special list, nor can this ileponentft before 
Slate the names and residences of oadi and every person, if any, mnittc 1 from t m 
said common jurors portion ol the general list or the juroi/book foi 1^70^ 
1844, lyluch tins depoueut believes to be a correct tran.script of the said general 
list, and 0 contain all the names both of special and common jurors adiudfrated 
upon by the satd Recorder as qualified to be on the said juirs’book savf ns 
herembefore mentioned; this deponent verily believes , that an accurate and 
correct examination, which would be necessary for the purpose of e iSg tlfs 
ponenttogiye such names of any pensons so omitted fr!mi the c„mmo,?ju ’ 
list, if any such there be, would be a business that would require deponent’s 
lose attention for seven, days, and the assistance of several peteons in ner! 
formaiice thereof; but tlins deponent is perfectly willing, if he be required^ bv 
ilS honourable court, to make such comparison and examination as aforesaid. ^ 

Sworn before the Court of Queen’s Bench. 
this 22d day of April 1844. 

W. Clk, Crown. 

Jonathan Gresham, Attorney. 

Received 22d April 1844, from George Archer, Esq. 



Affidavit ofWU/ia/n AW?;/,?, sworn and filed 23d April 1844. 

In the Quken s Bench, Crown Side. 

’'Mateew’l! O'Conndl, Jolm O’Connell. .lolin Gray, Thonnus 

nn^Sarel’lSmit’ Tierney, Tim', nas Steele 

ropies of uffiddV ^ ‘f read certain paper writings purporting to be 

O’Conne 1 £ p *''!* >’y O’ConiicII, Jolm 

ThoZ, Tte 4?^’ Charles Gavan Duffy, RcvereucI 

porting tn Steele and Richard Barrett; and a paper writing piir- 

M'NaLra rsnt„“ii’^ William Ford and^ John 

portinw tn >, niomas Reilly ; and also iiiiother paper writing pur- 

Cantw^ell an/ joint afficliwit of William Ford and .lolm M’Namarii 

Iblhdavnf fiffidnvits were sworn and filed in this eanso on the 

‘O he the com? *' f 'loponent hath also read a paper writing purporting 
*he I7th dnv^ hy Peter M'Evoy Gaitlan, sworn and filed on 

copy of nn nffl f' ‘ "’’i “I'f i ’ T“T“ '"'‘‘''’s piitporting to be 

l7th dav nf A by 1 circe Maliony, in tins cause, and sworn on the 

did and filed on the JSth day of April instant ; deponent saith, he 



. uimprii and Ilk 

didnot know , .uoinui. , ucpuiieiu sann, ne 

bin V; ’ ho ever hear, nor bad he any. reason to believe, that there 

was any omission whatever of the name or names of any person of 
tv 2 ' ' per.sons 



iiub K 

h&d,been 

395. 
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persons from tlic general list, or from the special jurors’ list, or from the juroft’ 
book of the county of the city of Dublin for the year 1844, whose qualification or 
qualifications to be on the said special jury list for the said county of the city for 
the said year had been adjudicated upon and allowed by the Recorder of the citv 
of Dublin, on the revision of the jurors’ list for the said year 1844, until he attended 
in the Crown Office on the morning of the dth of January last, for the purpose of 
striking the special jury in this cause ; and saith, he was tlien only apprized thereof 
from the allegations to that effect then and there made by the counsel and attornies- 
concerned for the said traversers, or some of them ; and saith, that up to the time 
of the making of such allegations, deponent was altogether ignorant that any 
name or names had been or was omitted from the said general list, jurors’ book 
or special jury list, or any of them, which ought to have appeared thereon respec- 
tively, though he liath since heard that some names were omitted from the said 
.general list and jurors’ book, and from the special jury list, for the county of the 
city of Dublin, for the year 1844, and which, it lias been alleged, ought to 
have been inserted therein respectively ; but this deponent positively saith, that 
the omission of the said names, or any of them, from the said general list or jurors’ 
book, or from the said special jury list, or from any of them, or from any of the 
lists from which same were formed, was without the knowledge, consent, privity, 
contrivance, suggestion or sanction, director indirect, of this deponent, or of any 
person or persons acting for him or with him or in any way whatsoever, by his 
authority or on his behalf, or with his privity, or, as be believes, with the privity, 
knowledge or consent of any person acting for or on behalf of or concerned in 
the prosecution ; and deponent positively saith, that he hos not, nor, as this 
deponent believes, has any person or persons acting on his behalf, or authorized 
by or connected with liim, or acting for or on behalf of or connected with the 
said prosecution, directly or indirectly, had any communication whatever with the 
clerks of the peace for the said county of the city of Dublin, or either of them, or 
with George Magrath, in the said affidavits named, or with any other clerk or 
person in or connected with the office of the clerks of the peace ffir the said county- 
of the city of Dublin, in relation to the said general list or jurors’ book or special 
jury list, in order to induce the said clerks of the peace, or either of them, or the 
said George Magrath, or any other person whatsoever to omit the name or names 
of any person or persons whatsoever from said general list, or from said special 
jury list, or from said jurors’ book, or from any of the lists from which same 
respectively were formed; or to omit or alter, in making up said general list or 
jurors book orspecial jury list, the qualification of any person or persons adjudicated 
upon by the said Recorder ; or to omit the qualification of any person whatsoever 
Irom the said list or lists, book or books, or any of tliem, or in anywise to tamper 
or improperly or in any other mumier to deal with the same or any of them, 
or to alter, damage or amend the same or any of them ; deponent saith, he 
heard and believes that the revision of the jurors’ list for the year 1844, before 
the Right lionourable the Recorder of the county of the city of Dublin, con- 
cluded on the 23d day of November last ; and saith, that in the course of the 
month ot December. 1843, deponent called two or three times at the office of the 
clerks ot the peace for the said county of the city of Dublin, to inquire when the 
jurors book would be returned to the sheriff; and saith, that on said occasions 
deponent saw the said George Magrath, and was informed by him that the said 
jurors book was not then complete; and saith, that deponent got no further or 
other inrorraation on- the said subject at the said office of the cici'k of the peace or 
elsewhere, or at all from the said clerks of the peace, or either of them, or from 
me said George Magrath, or from any person or persons belonging to or 
connected with the said office of clerk of the peace ; nor had deponent, save as 
atoresaid, any further or either communication nr intercourse with the said clerks 
0 the peace, or either of them, or with the said George Magrath, or any person or 
persons belonging to or connected with the said clerks of the peace’s office, save 
be communications with George Archer, stated and set forth in the affidavit of 
this deponent, sworn m this cause, and filed the 12th dav of January 1844, to 
which deponent refers; deponent saith, that in the month of December and 
prior to the 29th day of December lust, he applied to the sheriff’s office of the 
county ot the city of Dublin, to know when he could get a copy of the special 
1844, and was, in answer to such application, informed 
that the jurors book had not been then returned to that office from the office of 
the clerks ot the peace ; but saith, that having, subsequently to the 29th day of 

December 
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December last, heard Aat ll.e jorors’ book had bee.i delivered to the sheriff of the 
county of he c.ty of Dublin, deponent, on or about the 1st day of January IS44 
made appheat.on at the sheriff’s office for a copy of the special jury list for the 
said year 1844, when deponent iva., inlormed that the said jurors’ hoik had Let, 
m feet, recently delivered by the said clerks of the peace to the hiirh sheriff f i? ’ 
city of pubiijp, but that the same was not in the ah^rillV ote fhe s, ‘ 
haring h.mselt the custody thereof; and saith, that thereupon deponent proceeded 
to the pace of business of the said high sherifl; in order, if possible, to proolire a 

i '-‘f’ ■"'“■'“<1 tliat the laid hlh 

sheriff had left Dubbn for Ins residence in the country, and that he had lockfd 
up said jurons book; and saitl, that he did not obtain a copy of the sS 
jurors IS for the year 1844, until the evening of the 3d day of JaLary last when 
he said shenff permitted two cojiies of the special Jurors’ book to bl taken one 
for he nse of tins deponent, and the other for the use of the said traversers s’aitr 
he oows tip u hetlier the omission of any name or names from the said Unerai 
ip, jurors bpk or special jurors list, or any of them, was by accident, or w“ the 
eflee or result of depgn or contrivance, or was, or was not, fraudulenlly d al all 
mutilated, but saith that if said omission was the effect or result! o/design or 
pnliaranee, or if sa.d lis was Iraudulently mutilated, deponent does not Mfoyl 
that the object p sudi design or contrivance or mutilation, if any, was to pre- 
judice the satd defendants or any of them, on their trial, or to prod e an Imfllr 
pd of tlpm or any of them, or that by reason thereof, or at 'all, they “rsa d 
pfeudants have not, or that any of them has not had a fair tl4l ■ depodnt ' 
fmthersaitlp that a notice haying been served on the part of the Crown dated the 
m dayp Novembp 1843, lor leave to appoint the Ulh day of December 1843 
for a tiid at bar of this cause ; and cross notices on the part of the defendants 
having been served, to fix the 1st day of February in the year 1844 fo, the said 

p the 24th day of November 1843 ; and deponent saith, as he best recollects and 
matter of °s"'d‘ oecasioil the counsel for one of the traversers having moved the 

Tm au 1 b ^““'■"''ygenetal on behalf of the CrLn opposed 

tame, and before any opinion was expressed by the court, or any member tdreof 

ti' zr z sizrizi^ trzi^ddzSzZer^ 

hb and t t IT’ fenb omitted from the said special jurl 

periom TliT “““o® so omitted, a great proportion werl 

thai ' P™^os.smg the Roman Catholic religion ; but tliis deponent saith 

trefoTuf ‘0 arl Med 

St Au’deon’s ‘’>®. f’^oeptiou of IS persons therein stated to be resident in 
Znher of pers'T* ' ' “"r '’1“'“’'' ?’*'’■ '“t believe that a large 

fiO.oramountimrt’ *'‘o number of 60, or amounting to the number of 

toside iu S Zide 24. 15 of whom, as deponent believes, 

declarwl tn K entitled to be on tlie said special jury list, and 

omitted from tirslid T revision, were, in point of fact, 

in a rennrt of , ^ '’Pooial .piry list ; for this deponent saith, that he hath read 

MouseTZ^ ‘ purporting to have been made by the said Recorder in the 
blowing tTfoT “Tobrnary last, Imongst other matters, Z 

betweenl’ooo and 0 nnn' ^ “ f i oorrected, contained altogether 

on the sne’ciel pT m °° °'d* number those ordered to be Zeed 

stelhig 24 r 1 f “'oontetl ‘0 741, from which, ns he had commenced by 

tltnt ereor hid e T? “''■o"oonsly omitted. He now came to explain how 
ity the rea-isirnl I “fT ’ ofonfotisly did so from the statement made to liim 

oonducted bv L '"' if ’j^“tind to add, that, after the most rigid investigation, 

‘Ito truth of r' P““’ '■“= portuaded of 

parish lists LTT registrar stated that he took the 20 

that purpose ife ITi’ “* “''f®'' *''■’! *“ "'“0 classes in each; that for 

‘hem lakm called out the marked names from each parish list, and had 
columns with 1" T ®cpnrate sheets of paper, ruled, and in 

one of which hi j?®ndings in the form of the Schedule to the Act. and 
"■ould give 100 u T™ his, hand: 20 parishes, and nine classes in each, 

395. ' *■ *'"'’’6' transcribed and checked, the registrar 
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thencefonvard considered as tlie oriy;iua] special jurors’ list; Put upon his 
next step in process of classiticatioii, naiiiely, throwing together the corre- 
sponding classes ia each i)arish, so as to form nine general classes, one of 
the separate sheets, containing the clasps of 5,000/. traders in the parish of 
Audeoii’s, became mixed, witti a parcel of ruled papers of exactly the same 
kind and appeariiucc, which weie blank, and lying Ibr use, if required, on 
the table, and it was put aside with them witliout being missed ; lujon it were 
15 names ; there were overlooked in copying fi-om the 4,500 on the original list 
four names ; and there were erroneously transferred to the common list, from the 
crosses having been omitted, and which ought to have been transferred to the . 
special list, five names; thus making the 24 ho had stated, He had the 60 
names mentioned in the challenge carefully com])ared with the original lists; 
and in the 36 of them remaining tliei’e was no error. He had the particulars of cadi 
in a paper then in his hand, but w’onld not trouble the House with them, unless 
any Member opposite would mention any particular name, and then he (Mr. 
Shaw) would explain the reason why that name did not appear. Thirteen of tlie 
UO were actually upon the special list ; and, as an instance, he would mention one 
of the 60 names complained of as being omitted ; it was that of William Saiivin, 
Slej)hen’s-grecn, the eminent man who had for so many years been Attorney- 
general in Ireland, but who died severed years ago : his imtne had, by. mistake, 
been returned on the original list; and he (Mr. Shaw) knowing the fact, desired, 
it of course to be struck off, as by the report of said speech in Hansard’s Parlia- 
mentary Debates may appear and deponent positively aailh, that the omission 
of the said 60 names, or 24 name.s, or any number of name, s, whether greater or 
less, 01 - of any name whatever from the said general list, or from the .said special 
jury list, or from the said juror.s’ book, or from any other list or lists from which 
the same respectively were formed, whether fra.iKlulently done or not, was 
without the knowledge, consent, privity, contrivance, suggestion or sanction, 
direct or indirect, of this deponent, or of any person or persons acting for him or 
with him therein, or in any way whatsoever by his authority or on his behalf, or 
with his privity ; or, as he believes, of any person acting for or on behalf of or 
concerned in the prosecution in this cause, or in anywise connected therewith; 
and deponent saith, that the said omission of the said names was not, as 
deponent believes, for the purpose of dimiuishing the chance of the traversers of. 
having any person professing the Roman Catholic religion on the jury to try this 
cause, or for the purpose of prejudicing the traversers in this cause, or any of 
them ; and deponent does not believe that in consequence thereof, or at all, the 
traversers had not bad, or that any of them has not had, a fair trial in this 
cause; and deponent further saith, that he attended at the Crown Office on the 
5lh day of January 1844, before Walter Bourne, esquire, the clerk of the Crown, 
in order that the 48 names which had been drawm on the previous day should 
be reduced to 24, pursuant to the Statute hi that case made and provided; 
when it becarae and was the duty of this deponent lo strike off J2 names 
from said list of 48 persons so drawn as aforesaid on the previous day; 
and saith, lie_ upon that occasion struck off the names of the 12 per- 
sons described in said special jury list, as follows; that ia to say, Timothy Green, 
101, Capel-street, publican; Michael Dunn, 62, Cook-street, brazier; .Tames 
Fa. ion, 71, Stoney Batter, grocer; John Behan, 4, "Upper Bridge-street, whole* 
Mle merchant; James Patrick Smyth, Old Kilmainluuii, law student j John 
Ueman, 49, Abbey-street, wine cooper ; \yilliam Joseph Cainen, 20, Christ 
Church-place, jeweller; Lawrence Gorman, 27, Kevin's Pan, grocer; Willian 
iMtzpatriok, 23, Dame-street, grocer ; John M'Gloin, 89, Great Britain-street, 
grocer; william Hendrick, 24, Greuviile-street, wholesale merchant; WilHara 
King, 47, South Great George’s-strect, hosier; saith, that the said Timothy Green,- 
Michael Dunn, James Fallon, Jolni Delian. James Patrick Smyth, John Ueniian, 
Wdham Joseph Caineii, Lawrence Gorman, William Fitzpatrick, John M'Glom, 
and the person described in said jury list as William Hendrick, are, as deponent 
now believes, ol tlie li onian'CatboIic religion ; saitb, that on the said 5th of January, 
and at the time of making his affidavit in this cause, filed on the 12th day « 
January 1844, this deponent had been informed, and then believed, that the said 
jperson so named Will™^ Ueiulrick; (but whose true name, as deponent has since 
learned, is Wilhaua Hemrick,) was a Protestant; saith, that previous to- 
reducing the 48 names to 24, and to the striking off the said 12 names, 
by deponent, he had received information, which he then believed to b® 
ttue, that said last-mentioned 11 persons, save the said William Hendrik 

■* ivRra 
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iveveeitlicrmcmbera of or had .sulKscribed to tlip funds of il.o a • . 

in the indictment m tlins cause mentioned, called “ The I n v 1 N r 

Aasociatiou;” sailli, that tl.c deponent sti 1 bcl i ves t at i,/u 

onsaid,jinyliat,and struck ofl'by deponent, next berebafte „ 1 

of striking them ofi said jury, either members of or Ind s„l” f' •'“'t 

tlie said Society or Association ; and deiionent sai'li timt I, i 

James Fallon was one of the requisitio ist, tbr 'e L. “ c 

Mnllaghmast, in the said indictnient sne ciL'd o! “ ^ ^ mKtmg, l,eld at 

Journal newspaper of tlio Ifitli of Auoaist 1 849 i* 

the Repeal banquet, at the Rotunda, oV the 9tli of OetXr atlendod at 

indictment mentioned, a.s appears bv the Pilot no,,, said 

1843 ; and deponent believiis' bXl? XllsXborXr’Rl''’^' ' 

by the Pilot newspaper of the 15lh of Febririrv ISTl ■ 

beliexes that at the time of strilting the said special' b'lrv ‘n'“ 

wasa member of the town council of the citv of nn'bl' i Fallen 

by the Municipal Corporation Xt tan ™eh, disqualified 

saith, that he believes that the said lohn Heha” ' ' i ''1"^ ’ R'rtlier 

Mnllaghmast meeting, as appears by the Iblot newS^HL^-i'd 'oXse 1“' 

1843, andtiie Freeman’s .Journal of tlio 99rl „P 'P'’’ “ ot beptember 

the said John Behan signed a September 1843 ; and that 

St. Audeon’s ward, for the purpose umono-st other ihlf “’®' f ‘i'** of 

effectual means fbr the collection oi'tlie ReL-il rent the most 

the Freeman’s Journal of tlm 20th of May 1 84 ? Zfl 
that he believes that the .said John Dennan tos ores’ert XF 
Langford, in the said indictment mentioned, as aXemfbv he F°'“ 
of the 30th of May 1843 • anti nkn t.f tt.l it ^eomnn s Journal 

the 9th of Odobi:- isS; : apt;“‘ t on 

October 184,3; and also that iheS rolm ^ >'™spaper of the lith of 

-as tlien recoiXendeV to tXXcned X’ ““""l August 1842, and 

-ard, as appears ^71,0 P I Association, as a Repeal warden for that 

aaithihebeiXs tlntthX i >S42; and 

said Mnllaghmast meeting, af appeairw th'e'’XlX""‘^ ''“‘"j^Aion for the 

- 's? fe.ii.lTtt'r" •>V<s “5 BS sets 

1 iS uK'o"i fsj' 

5 ssSFi^' -■: 

thatthesaabmofbv Pr* ■ d'vmg on such jury , and saith, be believes 
‘™. as appears Tv L^lXr to the funds of the said Repeal Associa, 

neiv.,papefL, X/B “''-spa the 27tli of October. anXlie Nation 

■ttthebnXbtt T ’ t "r a requisUion for a „ta“" 

“f adopting such mensnro ' "'“''al' *ot the purpose, amongst other things, 

“f theXpMl rLt Itai, ,“'8^ “eoe,ssaiy for the effectual collectL 

20th of mX 1842 -iX n! “‘PPT® of Z 

Green is stated to ’bo t ‘ spootal jorors’ list tbesaid Timothy 

Joseph CametfsLofL P“ ’.'v‘"’ he belteves that the said Williaru 

Patrick’s ward a meeting of the inhabitants of 

things, Ofadoptino^nob* Dublin, for the purpose, amongst otiter 

nollectioo of Repeal rem 't® “'S>'t appear necessary for theXectnnl 

20th of May 1842 oZ “.ff “ appears by the Freeman’.s Journal of the 

JoLprCMnenauri i’s ’’X" "‘’'''‘'“S “f > 1,0 said 

395 . ^ ““ “ttiJ Lawrence Gorman, deponent had received infoima- 
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tion, wliich he then believed, and still believes, to be true, that they, and each of 
them, the said William Jose])h Cainen and Lawrence Gorman, were at the 

time of striking the said special jury respectively members of the said Repeal 

Association ; saith, that before the striking off the name of the said John M'Gloin 
deponent had heard and believed, and still continues to believe, that the said 
John M‘Gloin was a member of or had snbscrilied to tbe funds of the said 
Repeal Association; saitb, that the said John M'Gloin was also a publican 
at the time of striking said jury, as deponent has heard and believes; deponent 
saith, that before the striking oft’ the name of the said Michael Dunn, and at the 
time deponent so struck off his name, deponent had heard and believed, that the 
said Michael Dunn was a member of or had subscribed to the funds of the said 
Repeal Association; but deponent saith, that the said Michael Dunn, in an 
affidavit made by him, and sworn on the 8th of February 1844, lias stated that he 
was not then, and never was, a member or associate of the Loyal National Repeal 
Association, or in any way connected therewith ; and that he never, directly or 
indirectly, paid into or contributed towards the funds of the said Association- 
this deponent however saith, that the said Michael Dunn, as he verily believes 
during the years 1842 and 1843 resided, and up to the present time resides, at 
No. 92, Cook-street, in St. Patrick’s .ward, in the city of Dublin, and not at 
No. 62 in that street, as is erroneously stated in the special jury list; and 
deponent believes, that the said Michael Dunn lived in the said house, No. 
92, Cook-street, in the raontli of May 1842 ; and deponent saith, he has examined 
the alphabetical list in the .Dublin Directory for the years 1842 and 1843, and 
the only names of Michael Diinn appearing therein are Micliacl Dunn, copper- 
smith, 92, Cook-street, aforesaid, and Michael J. Dunne, 41, Amiens-strect ; 
and Michael B. Dnmi, cabinet-turner, 21, Abbey-street Upper; which said 
Amiens-strect this deponent believes to be situate in the Custom-house ward ; and 
which said house, No. 21, Abbey-street, this deponent believes to be in the Post- 
office ward; and saith, that the name Michael Dunne, as well as that of 
William Cainen, appears signed to the requisition hereinbefore mentioned, for a 
meeting of the inhabitants of the said St. Patrick’s ward, for the purpose, amongst 
other things, of adopting such measures as might appear necessary for the effectual 
collection of the Repeal rent in said ward, as appears by the Freeman’s Journal of 
the 20th of May 1842; deponent saith, that with reference to the charge made by 
the said affidavit of the said William Ford and John M'Namara Cantwell, to the 
effect that this deponent struck off said jury panel the name of every Roman 
Catholic and liberal Protestant on said list, with the exception of one person, so 
that no Roman Catholic and liberal Protestant was left to try this cause, this 
deponent humbly submits that it is quite contrary to the principle and spirit of 
the enactments made in reference to special juries to call on any party to explain 
or disclose the ground.s on which he strikes off the names of any particular persons; 
and although this deponent has, in manner aforesaid, set forth, as he cooceives, 
what are very sufficient grounds for striking off all the said jurors who happened 
to profess the Roman Catholic redigion, savethe .said William* Hendrick, whom he 
so at the time believed to be a Protestant, yet that it would be improper and 
uuffiir, both to the jurors who are ultimately struck for the trial of this cause, and 
to the two gentlemen whom deponent so believed to be Protestants, to make any 
.statement of the reasons which induced him to thick that one person was more 
or less eligible, or more or less qualified than another to act on such jury, inas- 
much as any such .statement must necessarily involve a comparison of the 
relative qualifications of each of said two persons with each of said 24 
persons who ultimately formed the panel ; deponent saith, he verily believes 
that the 12 gentlemen who tried this cause -are men of unimpeachable character 
and integrity, and were fit ami proper jurors to try the same, and that they were 
not men who would be warped or swayed in the discharge of their duty as jurors 
by any political or religious feeling; 'and deponent befieves that the assertion, 
that said jurors were particularly or at all prejudiced against such of the 
traversers as were Roman Catholics, because of their religion, is groundless; and 
exponent is unable to state whether all of said juror.s were opposed in their poll* 
lical opinions to the said traversers, as in said affidavit is alleged ; but even if they 
were, deponent does not believe that any difference of political or religious 
opinion would have induced any one of said jurors to return a partial, unjust or 
unlair verdict against the said traversers, or any of them, or any otiier verdict than 
buen as tliey conscientiously believed to be consistent with the evidence Rid 

before 
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before ticm; saitli, he vcrilybeliovcs, amono'stlhe 12 i)crson<!«tntpV i i 

of the said traversers, in reducing, the said jury list are sZe n r 

able cit, sens of Dnbl.n who have always maintained the highe t repldonfor 

intG iffence, honour and mteeritv : and tlioi-pfnro * i “'pumiion toi 

the said travelers or any of^hi ™ { 

persons, or any just cause for striking off all or any of said 12 norsifs ft, 

deponent fully admits tlie riglit so to do, notwithstanding tlie^midouhmd ‘““® ’ 

bility and integrity of said juries, if tire traversers considered U , K 

their interest so to act, and without being called on to assi»n - , ^ 

deponent saith, he heard, and believes, D.at he per r ^ie l 

panel in this cause as John Rigby, of No ,^1 “ “V * 

Jerson who was aotnally sworn^o.f’the jn.; in t n a^e 7;i ^ r°‘’ '™ ““ 
the door of the said private residence 'of lire .said invoHs "'^ T .1'”'™ 

that fhe naiiiG and Stylo under wliioh tlio Vlifi lin-ni rvr, . 1^‘ghy, and 

business at bis establislimeiit in Suffolk-street ii WilUamtnd“john 
depenon. sa.th, t at tl.e said John Rigby and John JtZi ^y ’ ^ f the 
same and not other and different persons, a.s deponent verily belLes saW. f t 
on reference to the aliepUons in the said affidavit mentio.Ll to im S d 
several articles were, during the progress of the e-.id f , , V*' 

Dublin Evening Packet and Du ffffi pL, L 1 ’ m ‘1‘e 

SSiSii 

person acting on behalf of tlic Crown r i’ ^ P’^^ity or knowledge, oi any 
0 said (xcnro'o A/TbirT.'oin r, a ’ 



Thomas St„d» '1 1 Vf p'’“" O’Conneil, John O’Connell 

B r™ tt Charles Gavun Duffy, Ri ha d 
wiwe M I Tierney and the Reverend Peter Jame Tv Si 

QneeffrB" 'rit irffie 

hook for the city of ’n p ’ 

Ijonouralilp tho 1/ ” ^ year 1844, was held before the Rio-lit 

davs,uptoaid ndud naATe November 1843, and on the subsequent 

aWavii it is also Stated hat ^ f ‘"™‘ ■’ ' 4“'^ ‘'"= ""-I 

applied to von Pe„™ “’nf ^ *“ “‘e said Peirce Mahony 

'vhoakd ^ily. anil 

appointed by theka id P . B'»™g sard revision, to permit persons 
bek revised by the I 'p'™ had 

copies the 'Ire ay I«.co''< and to mtroduce into the said Peirce Mahony's 
qoalification Xc e " adjudicaUoiis made by the .said Recorder, and the 
kgrath consentp l t ' name therein, and that you, the said George 

“aLy apno mef|. ‘ '‘PPhoat.on, and that thereupon the said Peirce 

Hsgarty, ikfr h k r co«upetcnt persons, namely, Edmond 

’“ of kid WdX”'k'rr oa’ol .Peirce Mahony w.ith said revised 

brousrijt baolr • 1 k pei'sons last-named prooeeded to do so, and 

'■MelXsf IknX f “’‘,0"yy‘‘a said copies of said lists of four parishes, 

«id persons sXk ’ 4 Andrew's and St. Bridget’s, which the 

list as revised tt the said I eirce Mahony they had compared with the said 
oopie,s of the snirllX X^ooder, and bad introduced, in red ink, into said 
apDCFirpd in Mahony the various corrections and adjudications as 

Peirce Malmnv vX ^“61! ists ol said Recorder, and which statement the said 
1“ his said afflkvit'f ^ b™e : And whereas the said Peirce Mahony 

.’tore 50 altered nftc™ m *' ‘1^ appeared from said four copies, as they 

Peirce Malionv 'fh«t !?'“ comparison, and brought back by said persons to the said 
by said Recordc the follmving. persons were adjudicated upon 

’'1®. and that ihn f 11*"'^. * ffcalihcations to be special jurors allowed by 
33.5. ^ ■ following wore the .said names; tliat is to say : Nicholas James 

r Caffrey, 
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Cafffey, Hugh Duffy, James Duggan, Charles Egan, James Egan, Thomas Em 
George Falkiner, Nathaniel Halbert, Bernard Martin, Nieholas Martin J if’ 
Arrears, Thomas Murray, Thomas White, James Reilly and Sylvester Yo ° ” 
And whereas the names of the said 15 persons were not placed on the soff,^ I 
jurors’ list for the year 1844 ; And whereas the said 15 persons respective^' t 
the time of the said revision, resided in the following places; that istos "■ 
Nicholas James Caffrey, 3, Dsher’s-quay, In the parish of St. Audeon’s, in tlie ch ' 
of Dublin ; Hugh Duffy, 29, Bridge-street, in the same parish ; James DugoM 
2, Usherts-quay, in the same parish; James Egan, IS and 19, High-street inth’ 
same parish; Thomas Egan, Nos. 18 and 19, High-street, in the .same parish^ 
Charles Egan, Nos. 18 and 19, High-street, in the same parish ; George Falldner’ 
23, Cook-street, in the same parish ; Nathaniel Halbert, 29, Corn-market, in the 
same parish ; Bernard Martin, 10 and 11, Bridge-street, in the same’parish ' 
Nicholas Martin, 10 and 11, Bridge-street, in the same parish ; Thomas Murrav 
10, Usher’s-quay, in the same parish ; James Reilly, 24, U.sher’s-quay, in the same 
parish; John Vicars, 30, Corn-market, in the same parish ; Thomas White 43 
High-street, in the same parish ; Sylvester Young, 40, Bridge-street, in the same 
parish : And whereas in an affidavit made in the. said cau.se by the said Patrick 
Gaynor, Thomas Bernard Cormiclc, Edward Hagarty and Patrick Joseph Murphy 
and filed the 10th day of January 1844, it is, amongst other thinms, stated that 
after said revision of the said jury lists before the said Recorder, '’they received 
the copies from the said Peirce Mahony, mentioned by him in his said aifidavit 
and proceeded to the office of you, the said George Magrath, acting, as they 
heard and believed, as deputy clerk of the peace for the said city of Dublin; and that 
having asked you, the said George Magrath, for the lists of the parishes as revised bv 
the said Recorder, you, the said George Magrath, thereupon gave them certam 
lists purporting to he the said revised lists : And whereas it is further stated in 
tire said last-mentioned affidavit, that then, in the presence of you, the said George 
Magrath, they, the said last-mentioned deponents, proceeded to compare said 
revised lists with said copies, and said Patrick Gaynor and Edmond Havarty 
swore and each for himself swore, in the said last-mentioned affidavit, that “1167 
carefully compared said copies of the two parishes of St. Audeon’a and St. Bridiret’s 
with the corresponding revised lists of said two parishes; and that they intro- 
duced into said copies, m red ink, all the corrections and adjudications made by 
said Recorder, as same appeared in said revised lists of said two parishes; and 
the said Thomas B. Cormiek and Patrick Joseph Murphy swore, and each lor 
himself swore, m the satd last-mentioned affidavit that they carefully compared 
the said copy ot the parish of St. Andrew’s, and a great portion of the copy of 
the parish of St. Anne s. with the corre.spondiiig revised lists of said two pari,!lies, 
and thatthey introduced into said copies all the corrections and adjudications 
made by sard Recorder, as the same appeared in said revised li,sts of said Iasi 
two mentioned parishes : And whereas in tiie said affidavit of the said Peirce 
a ony. It IS further staled, that a gross, 'wilful and corrupt suppression of the 
1 to be placed on the special jurors’ 

list for the year 18« had taken place: And whereas in affidavits made in the 
said cause of The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Tlionias 
V » ’i J“'>"Gray. Charles Gavan Dtiffy, Richard Bar- 

ret and the Reverend fhomas- Tierney, by the said Daniel O’Connell, John O’Con- 
ueli, Tlioma,s Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray, John Gray, Charles Gavan Duffy and 
RichaiffiBan-ctt, respectively, and filed on thelfith day of April 1844; and byanaffi- 
“"j V P- M’Evoy Gartlan, and filed the 17 th day of April 
1844 ; and by an aflid-ayit made in said cause by said Peirce Mahony, filed the 19th 
yo pri 44, It is stated, that the omission of the names of several persons 
from the said special jurors’ list was not by accident, but was the effect and remit of 
design and contrivance to prejudice the traversers : And whereas by an affidavit 
by VFiHiani Ford and J. M. Cantwell, attornies, and filed 
ahr.y 1844, it is stated, that upon inquiring, on of 

about the 4th January 1844, they found that the names of a large number 
of persons, exceeding, as they had heard and believe, the number of fiO persons, 
entmed to be on said special jury list, and declared to be so by said 
Recorder, were, in point of fact, omitted from said special jury list: And 
m last-mentioned affidavit it is stated, that 

oi/’v ^ Ford and J. M. Cantwell, conceived, and were still I30a- 

n lous y ot opinion, that the omission of said names was fraudulently donc^ ffit 

the 
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S,? 

the purpose of dimiui.sinus tl,e chances of Imving any peraou professing the 
Roman Catholic religion on the jury to try the .said cause, and for tlie puioose of 
prejudicing the traversers m the said cause, and that it did, in fact, prejudice them 
"Cw u' wliereas m another part of the said aflidavit, the 

.,a,d Wilham Ford and ,I M. Cantwell stated that they had been informed, ami 
believed the same to be true, that many of the names omitted in the .special iurors’ 
list arc to be found in the jurors book, but without the cjualificatiou befog annexed 
which of right would compel tlie sheriff to place them on the special idrors’ li,st ■ 
Now you are hereby called upon to state, by affidavit entitled in the said cause' 
the name and residence of each and every person omitted from the jurors’ book 
for he year 1844 and who was adjudicated on by the said Record^ as being 
qualified to he on the said jurors book, and also the name and residence of each 
and «eiy person omitted from the special jnrora’ list for the year 1844 and who 
was adjudicated on by the said Recorder a,s being qualified to be on the said snecial 
jurors list, and a specific statement of the name and residence of each and everv 
person whom the Recorder decided was entitled to be on the said special jurors' 
list, and whose name docs not appear thereon, and a full explanation of the cause 
which led to the omis.sion of each and every name from said jurors’ hook and said 
specia jurors list respectively, and how and in what maimer such omi.saions 
respectively took plaoo ; and to explain the other mattens hereinbefore stated." 

Baled this iOtli day of April 1 844. 

40, Kildare-street, 



To George Henry Magratli, Esq., li,egi,s 
trar to the Riglit lioiiourable tlic Recorder 
of the city of Bublin, and Bepuly Clerk of 
tlie Peace for the said city. 



Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 



. 40, Kildare-street, 19th April 1844. 

ExVCLOSE to you a statement, by directions of the law officers of the Crown 
winch I request your particular attention, and to sugge.st that it is your duty 
to expl,,n by affidavit to be filed in the Crown side, and entitled in the Queent 
T ‘'l" Uaniel O’Coimcll, John O’Connell, 

® ro®’ I RV. ■Jolm Gray, Charles Gavaii Duffy, Richard 

nimt * Reverend Thomas Tierney, the several matters in the said state- 
fo contained; and as the motion in the said cause is fixed for Monday next 
affidavit 'before the Crown Office cloL to- 
tA m! ’ ^ T afiulavit cannot be filed before the closing of the Crown Office 
on wwT’ f you will let me know before 12 o’clock to-morrow, in yi'riting 

y apprize me, m writing, that you so decline. 

I remain, your obedient servant, 

William KemmU, Crown Solicitor. 



To George Magrath, Esq. 



same'effecf^'rt'’ ‘''‘‘S statements, to the 

Archer and -n- 1 “® Magrath, to be delivered to Messrs, 

eitvof n.ihl- the clerks of the peace for the couaty of the 

Thomas ■Tfo ’ Opponent further saith, lie believes counsel for the Reverend 
■»as instr,w.i”iT t“ jufy 0" the trial of this cause, stated that he 

saidtrisl Ty? If,?""®®.' ‘*'® “f evidence deposed to on 

xamed ' ml ’^""".AT'Gann, in the affidavit of the said Reverend Thomas Tierney 
He armv “P“‘“ly that part of it which related to what had been done hy 
0 * this Ho ®P^"' ! and in corroboration of .such denial, called upon the jury, 
tie date helieves, to refer to the public newspapers published prior to 

®'ii John ivr'^r conversation deposed to as having taken place before Ihe 
ie was infnm? h '“1, R®'''=‘'end Thomas Tierney, and .stated that 

P®t of the o ™ *■ “PPt^ei’ from the newspapers that the first revolt on the 

lencia- th ,t T'' “ P'""® ®" ‘'‘® of .Tune, in the city of Va- 

12fh at R o®“oostration did not take place until the day following, 

’ “”®o*ona, and that the important revolt did not take place until 

1-2 . . the 
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the, 24th day of June, and that no account of tlie movements could have reached 
this country until the 19th or SOth of June, and therefore could not have been 
the subject of a conversation between the said Tierney and M'Cann, on the 
day deposed to by tlie latter ; saith, deponent has examined several newspapers 
published in the early part of the month of June 1843, and amongst others 
the following; that is to say, the Morning Chronicle of the lat, 9th, 13th and 
14th uays of Juno, and the Times newspaper of the 9th and 13tli days of June- 
and deponent saith, that he believes that the information received by the ira* 
versers’ counsel was not accurate, as will appear on reference to the said news- 
papers. 

IVilliam Kmmis. 

Sworn before me in the Court of Queen's 
Bench, this 23d day of April 1844. 

W. Bourm, Clerk of the Crown, 

Received 23d April 1844. 



ArnuAViT of G. Ma^rathmA. several others, sworn and filed 
24th April 1844. 



\Nuie.'—A Similar notice annexed to this Affidavit is allaclied to Mowi’s. Archer and 
Dickiiisou'a, at p. 67.] 

In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen agaimt Daniel O'Connrdl, John O’Coimcll, Thomas Steele, Tbotras 
Mathew Ray, John Gray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Richard Barrett and the 
Reverend Thomas Tierney. 

The joint and several affidavit of George Magrath, of Phibsborough, in tlie 
county of Dublin; Richard Wilson, of Prussia-streel:, in the county of Dublin; 
George Ayre, of the North Strand, in the city of Dublin ; Wiltiam Magrath, of 
Phibsborough, in the county of Dublin ; Joseph Charlcsworlh, of Donnybrook, in 
the city of Dublin; Charles Charlesivorth, of Donnybrook, aforesaid; and / o/^h 
Jaw£s Coogan, of Mulgrave-place, in the city of Dublin ; and first, this deponent, 
George Magrath, for himself saith, that at the revision of the jurors’ book of the 
city of Dublin for the year 1844, holden before the Right honourable the Re- 
corder of_the_said city, in the month of November 1843, the several parish lists 
of the said city having been duly corrected by the said Recorder, were allowed 
and signed by the said Recorder ; and that this deponent thereupon proceeded, 
according to the instruction, s of the said Recorder, to make out therefrom so much 
of the general list to be delivered by the said Recorder, pursuant to the Statute 
in that behalf, to the clerks of the peace of the said city, as purports to contain 
the names of all the persons adjudicated upon by the said Recorder as qualified 
to act as special jurors for the said city, bcing'in number about 741 names; this 
deponent, George Magrath, for himself further saith, that for the purpose of 
making out the said part of the said general list, he employed to assist him the 
several other deponents, and no other person or persons whatsoever, nor did he use 
or employ for that purpose the assistance of any other person or persons whatsoever; 
each of these deponents, Richard Wilson, George Ayre, William Magrath, Joseph 
Cbarlesworth, Charles Charlesworth and John James Coogan, for himself saith, 
which the others and other of them believe and believes to be true, that he was 
employed, under the superintendence of the said George Magrath, in copying 
from the parish lists, revised by the said Recorder, the names of persons thereon 
appearing to have been adjudicated on by the said Recorder, or qualified to act 
as special jurors for the said city ; and that no person or persons whatsoever were 
or was, to the best of his knowledge, information and belief, employed or assisted 
in copying or otherwise in making out that part of the said revised lists ; each of 
these deponents, Richard Wilson, George Ayre, William Magrath, Joseph 
Chplesworth, Charles Charlesworth and John James Coogan, for himself saith, 
which the others and other of them believe and believes to be true, that he 
knows not, nor does he believe, that a gross, wilful and corrupt suppression of the 
names of any person or persons whatsoever, appearing qualified to he placed oa 
the special jurors book for the year 1 844, ever took place ; and each of these dep‘^ 

netits. 
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lients, EicLard Wilson, George Ayre, William Magratli, Joseph Cliarlesvvonh 
Charles Charlesworth, John .Lune,s Coogan, for himself saitli, which the others anti 
other of them believe and believes to be true, that he never was, nor is he party or 
privy to, or had he any act or part in any gross, corrupt or wilful suppression, or miy 
suppression, or m any wilful omis.sion, of the name or names of any of the persons 
appearing in the said revised lists to have been adjudicated 'on by the .said 
Recorder, as qualified to be placed on the special jurors’ list for the year 1844 ■ 
and each of these deponent.s, Richard Wilson, George Ayre, William Manrath’ 
Joseph Charlesworth, Cliarle.s Charlesworth and John .lames Coogan, for hfraself 
saith, which the others and other of them believe and believes to be true, that he 
knows not, nor docs ho believe that the omission alleged to have tahen place of 
the names of several, or of any, persons or person from the said special jurors’ list 
was the effect and result of design and contrivance, to prejudice the traversers, or that 
the same was fraudulently done for the purpose of diminishing the chances of’liavi ng 
any person professing the Roman Catholic religion on the jury in this cause; and 
each of these deponents, Richard Wilson, George Ayre, William Magratli, Joseph 
Charlesworth, Charles Charlesworth, and John James Coogan, for him, "elf positively 
saith, which the others and other of them believe and believes to be true, that he 
never was party or privy to any such design, contrivance or act respectively ; this 
deponent, George Magrath, for himseif saith, tliat, for the purpose of luakinw ‘out the 
reraaining part of the said general list, which contains tlie names of about 5,000 
persons, from the .said revised lists, ho employed the assi, stance of the said Joseph 
Charlesworth and Charles Charlesworth, and that he gave to them and each of 
them proper instructions for the pur])oso of distingaiishing in the said lists the 
names of the persons adjudicated on as not qualified to act as such special jurors ; 
and each of these deponents, the said Joseph Charlesworth and Charles Charles! 
worth, for himself saith, which the other of them believes to be true, that he was 
employed, under the su])eriiitendeneo of the said George Magrath, in makinw out 
and copying fronr the parish li.sts, revised by the said Recorder, the names of 
persons not qualified, such name.s as he was in that behalf instructed by said 
George Magrath; and each of these deponents, Joseph Charlesworth and Charles 
Charlesworth, for hira,5elf saith, which the other of them believes to be true, 
that ho was not party or privy to, or had he any act or part, or did he know of any 
corrupt, wilful or fraudulent suppression, or of any omission, of any of the names 
of persons appearing- on the said revised lists, from the part of the said general 
list which these deponents, Joseph Charlesworth and Charles Charlesworth, were 
employed to prepare j and each of these deponents, llichard Wilson and George 
Ayre, for himselt saith, that these dc|)onents were the only junior clerks constandy 
employed in the office of the clerks of the peace of the city of Dublin, long 
before and at the time when the said revision took place, and up to and afte^- 
the delivery of the jurors’ book to the. high sheriff of the said city; and each 
01 these deponents for liimsclf saith, that lie has read an affidavit made in this 
cause, and sworn by the said George Magratli, on yesterday, the 22d day of April 
instant, and that the several statements therein contained are true. 

George Magrath. 

Richard Wilson. 

George Ayre. 

William Magrath. 

Joseph Charksmrth. 

bvvorn before me, at my homsc in Harcourt- Charles Charlesworth. 

street, this 23d day of April 1844. John James Coogan. 



Walter Bourne, Clk. Crown, 

Jonathan Gresham, Attorney. 

Received 24tli April 1844. 

395- L 3 Ab'FIDAVIT 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 




8u 



COPIES OF AFFiDAViTS FILED IN THE CAUSE OP 



ArFiDAViT of II. IVilUams., with Notice annexed, sworn and tiled 
25th April 1844. 



In the Queer’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel CCoimcll, .lohn O’Coimell, John Gray, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavau Duffy, the Reverend Thomas Tierney, Thomas 
Steele and Richard Barrett. 

Take notice, that the affidavit of William Kemmis, Crown solicitor, this day 
filed in this cause ; the aBidavit of John George Hodges, filed in this cause on the 
22d instant, and the transcript of the Lsliort-hand note marked witli the letter (A ) 
therein referred to, and annexed to the said alfdavit; the affidavit of Georo-e 
Magrath, and the joint affidavit of George Archer and Robert Dickinson, sworn 
and filed in this cause on the 22d instant ; and also the several orders made in 
this cause, and the several affidavits made and filed in this cause, jind the notes 
of the learned Judges, will be used in opposing the motion of which you have 
given notice in this cause; and take notice, that you are required to brim)- on 
same on Thursday morning next, and in default of your so doino;, counsel on the 
part of the Crown will bring forward the motion in tliis cause, 'of which notice 
was served on you, and which notice is dated the 15th day of April 1844. 

Dated tliis 23d day of April 1844. 

40, Kildare-street. -STonniis, Crowj. Solicitor. 

To DanielO’Connell, John O’Connell, Tliorn as 
Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray, John Gray, 

Richard Barrett and Charles Gavan Dully, 
esquires, and the Reverend Thomas 
Tierney; and to William Ford, Peirce 
Mahony, Thomas Reilly, Peter M‘Evoy 
Gartlan and John M. Cantwell, Attornics 
for the above-named Traversers, 



Delivered a copy of this notice to the servaut-man, at the residence of 
Daniel O’Connell, Merrion-square, on the 23d April 1844; and also a 
copy for John 0 Connell to the said servant-man. Delivered a copy of 
this notice to the servant-girl, at the residence of Thomas M. Ray, at the 
Corn-exchange, on the 23d April 1844. Delivered a copy of this notice 
to John Gray, in person, at the Freeman’s Journal office, in Princes-street, 
on the 23d of April 1844, Delivered a copy of this notice to the clerk, 
at the Nation office. Trinity-street, for Charles Gavan Dulfy, on the 23d 
of April 1844, Delivered a copy of this notice to 'Fhoinas Steele, in 
person, on Burgh-quay, on the 23d April 1844, Delivered a copy of this 
notice to the clerk, at the Pilot office, lor Richard Barrett, on the 23d of 
April 1844. Delivered a copy of this notice to Mr, Thomas Reilly, for 
the Reverend Mr. Tierney, at Dominick-street, on the 23d April 1844. 

mi - 

Ihis notice annexed to the affidavit of Henry William.s. 



Sworn this 25th day of April 1844. 



II. Wiliiams. 



W. Boufvie, Clk. Crown. 



In the Queen’s Benci-i, Crown Side, 

The Queen Daniel O’Connell, John O'Conuell, John Gray, Thomas 

Mathew Kay, Charles Gavan Duffy, the Reverend Thomas Tierney, Thomas 
Steele and Richard Barrett. 

'j°oA of No. 33, Bride-street, in the city of Dublin, yeoman, 

aged dO yeara and upwards, maketli oath and saith, that on the 23d day of April 
instant, deponent served the said Daniel O’Connell with the original notice 
hereunto annexed, by delivering unto and leaving with the inau-sorvant of him, 

the 
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tlie said Daniel O’Connell, aged IB years and upwards at liis fl,e n • i 
O’Conaell's. residence, situate at Merrion-square, inL said c tv a 
thereof; saith that at the time and place last tnentioned, d^onmA served tH 

served the said Thomas Mathe ‘ ■5hay'=^dr\,.“!;id‘'‘1ti™ 
and leaving wr h the servant-gud of I, in,, the said Ray, aged 16 y^s and 
upwards, at his, the said Ray s residence, situate at the Cornlexchange in said d v 
a true copy thereof: saitli, that nn samn /-l«v rlr.,r.ra,n„,vf i ,i 



’ ’ ; ” . auuuLoai [lie Lrom-exchanffe in said citu 

a t.™ copy hereof; sa.th, that on same day deponent served the slid John Gray 
with the said notice, by delivering unto and leaving with him the v«id P 
person, at the Freeman’s Journal office in =»,VI ! A? ! ™’ 1" 



person, at the Freeman s Journal office, in said cit® a true cipy thilD lilt 
that, on same day, deponent .served tire said Charles Gavan llu% with the si d 
notree, by delivering un o and leaving with the clerk of him. the said Duffy aled 
IByoars and upwards, at lus, the said Duffy’s, offico, situate in Trinity-si. eeUn si d 
ci y, a true copy thereof ; sa.th, that on same day deponent served thl sl d 
Thomas Steele with the said notice, by delivering unto and leaving with 1 the 
said Steele, m person on Burgh-quay, in said city, a true copy llieleof; sa h’t at 
on same day deponent served the said Richard 'Barrett with the said no i e b| 
delivering unto and leaving with l.hc clerk of him, the said Barrett aid in 
and upwards at the Pilot office, situate in Elephmffdri hl Iffid 
thereof, saith that on same day deponent also served the said Reverend Thomas 
Aemey with the said notice, by delivering unto and leaving with M. it™ 
d™ 1'’ lierneys, attorney, at whose house the said Tierney resides 
as deponent believes, and whieb is situate in Lower Doininiok-street S lltv 
a true copy thereof; and saith, that at the respective times of said se™ll slrvi™!’ 
deponent desned the said several parties to wliom said notices were delivered that 
weie not in person, to give the said notices to the several and respective defeld 
ants hereinbefore respectively named. aeiend- 

Sworn before the Court of Queen’s Bcnoli, 
ftis 26tli day of April 1844, at and in tlie 
Court of Queen’s Bench, Dublin. 



Wm. Kcminis, Crown Solicitor. 



Waller Bourne, Clk. Crown. 



Received 25tb April 1844. 



AfriDATiT of II. mUiams, with two Notices annexed, sworn and filed 
25th April 1844. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 



O’Connttll, John Gray, Thomas 
Stlde Id Thomas Tierney, Thomas 



Wil™Ip”‘‘“’ and several affidavits of George Magralh, Richard 

worth and tT'" IT* Joseph Charleswoili, Charles Charles- 

AT-.r-i.h dames CooQ'an, sworn on the 23d of Am*il in.^fnnt anA fiiori .-a.. 



word, T f T ’ vr imam mat^n-ain, josepn onarieswovUi, Uiarles Charlea- 
the24tlw1a f 23d of April instant, and filed on 
von ^ ^ instaut, will be made use of in opposing the motion of which 

y a^e given me notice in this cause. 



Dated this 24th day of April 1844. 
40, Kildare-street. 



395 



To Daniel O’Connell, John O’Comiell, 
Ihomas Steele, Thomas Matliew Ray, 
Richard Barrett, John Gray and Charles 
Gavan Duffy, esquires; .Rev. Thomas 
iierncy; and to ’William Ford, Peirce 
Mahony, Thomas Reilly, Peter M‘Evoy 
Gartlan, and John M, Cantwell, Attornies 
or the above-named Traversers, 



IFhi. Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 



I. 4 



(Indorsed) 
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(Indorsed)— Delivered a copy of this notice to the servant-man, at the resi- 
dence of Daniel O’Connell, Merrion-square, on 24tU April 1844 • and also 
a copy for John O’Connell to the said servant-man ; and also to the clerk 
of the Pilot office, Elephant-lane, for Richard Barrett ; and also a copy for 
Thomas M. Ray, to the servant girl, at his residence at the Corn-cxchano-e • 
and also a copy to the clerk at the Nation office, Trinity-street 'for 
C. G. Duffy ; and also a copy to the clerk at the Freeman’s Journal office 
for John Gray ; and also a copy to the Reverend Mr. Tierney, in person at 
Mr. Reilly’s, Domiiiick-street— original. ’ 

This notice is annexed to the affidavit of Henry Williams, as to the 
service thereof, this 25th April 1844. 

W. B. 

llcnr^ Willia'iM. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, the Reverend Thomas Tierney, Thomas 
Steele and Richard Barrett. 

Take notice, that the joint and several affidavit of George Magrath, Richard 
Wilson, George Ayre, William Magrath, Joseph Charlesworth, Charles Charles- 
worth and John James Coogan, .sworn on thc'28d of April instant, and filed on 
the 24th day of April instant, will be made use of in opposing the motion of which 
you have given me notice in this cau.se. 

Dated this 24th day of April 1844. 

40, Kildare-street. IFnh KemmiSj Crown Solicitor. 

To Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, 

Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray, 

Richard Barrett, John Gray and Charles 
Gavan Duffy, esquires, and Rev. Thomas 
Tierney; and to William Ford, Peirce 
Mahony, Thomas Reilly, Peter M'Evoy 
Gartlan and John M. Cantwell, Attornies 
for the above-named Traversers. 

(Indorsed)— April 24, 1844. Delivered a copy of this notice to the clerk, 
at the office of Peirce Malioiiy, William-street, on the 24tli April 1844; 
and to William Ford’s apprentice, at his residence, 26, Arran-quay; and 
to Thomas Reilly’, s son, at his residence, Dominick-street; and to Peter 
Gartlan, in person, at hi,s office, Dominick-street ; and J. M. Cantwell, in 
person, at his office, Bolton-street. 

II. JVilliams. 

This notice i.s annexed to the affidavit of Henry Williams, as to the 
service thereof, this 25th April 1844, 

W. B. 

Henry Williams. 



In the Queen=s Bench, Crown Side. 

The against Daniel O'Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Thoms 

Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, the ReverendThomas Tierney, Thoraas 
Steele and Richard Barrett, 

Now, Williams, of No. 33, Bride-street, in the city of Dublin, writing- 
clerk aged 30 years and upwards, maketh Oath and saith, that on the 24th day of 
Apil instant, this deponent served Daniel O’Connell, esquire, with the notice 
which IS hereunto ™nexed, by delivering unto and leaving with a man-servant 
ot the said Daniel O Connell, aged over 18 years, at his residence, Merrion- 
square, in said city, a true copy thereof; saith, that at said time and place last- 
mentioned, deponent served the said John O’Connell with the said notice, by 
aeiivenng unto and leaving with the said servant-man a cony of the said notice, and 
at the same time desired him to give the said copies to the said Daniel O’Comiell 

and 
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and .iolin O’Connell respectively; saith, that on the same dav <lenon»t i 
the said Thomas Mathew Ray with the said notice, bv deliveriiJ unto and i, 
with the servant-girl of the said Thomas Mathew C “5ed ]fi ve ! 

upwards, at Ins residence, situate at the Corn-exchange, in^saidcitv a free 

thereof ; saith, that on the same day deponent served the said Jo^;, Gray w“ith 
the said notice, by delivering unto and leaving with the clerk- nfrl,= „T/t 
G ray, aged 16 years and upwards at the FreeLn’s Jot afotf i ard'td;’" 
true copy hereof; sailh, hat on the same day deponent served the said Chats 
Gavan Dulfy wilh the said notioe by delivering unto and leaving with his cle t 
aged 16 years and upwards, at his, the said Diifly’s, otBce intinitv L r - 
said city a true copy the^of; saith that on the st e tyd t nt trt 
said Richard Barrett with the said notice, by delivering „„to and leavintvith 
his clerk, aged 10 years and upwards, at the Pilot office in Elenhinf ot - 
saidcity a true copy thereof; saith, that on the same r^ Cnen^ ^ 
Reverend J ho.nas 1 lerney with the said notice, by delivering unto and leav ng 
with him, m person, m Domimck-street, in said city, a true conv th.Lf f 
saith, that at the respective times of the said several ,sm-vices, depoSIu desild the 
several parties to whom said notices were delivered, that were not in pe imn to 
give the said notices to the several and respective defendants her'ei Xfo e 
respectively named ; and this deponent saith, that he delivered the not cS 
above-mentioned to the several traversers above-named between thrhouis nf 
two and five o clock m the afternoon of the said day ■ this denlent 1 ib 
that on the same day he served Peirce Maliony esnuire with tl.r 
together with the said affidavit of George Maffrath^ Riclnrd Wil 
Ve William Magrath, Joseph Charlesrorra:';ieXtI 
James Coogaii, by delivering unto and leaving with his clerk awed T6 
and upwards, m the office of the said Peirce Maliony, in Wi liam-sfreet h/sa d 

at ti:^ 

ilh him, m person, m his oflice, Dominiefc-street, city of Dublin conies of 

Cantweire ““ tl’ 'f’’’ clay deponei/served Jdm’M'Namara 

Untwell, esquire, with the said notice and affidavit, by deliverino- untrand 
leaving with him, in person, in his office, in Bolton-stiect in t Im sa?d 

ve,aT“' T'^ ciffidavit; and saith, that at the respective timerTf 

nntlcp! 1 cleponeut desired the said several parties to whom said 

notices r’d delevered, that were not in person, to give the said 

are the 'jf several and respective persons last abovemained who 

are the attornics concerned for the defendants in this cause- am! S “ 

t weefth^hom-t of '‘d'f ■“ ‘V ebove-na’med, 

denooenf - 1 eeleek rii the afteruooii of siikl day and this 

Thomas Steele’ *“ ascertain the residence of 

tiavirhim l ’ defendants in this cause, for the purpose of 

unabl! to 7e smne™‘‘“ “-“doned, but this deponint was 

Ilenr}/ Williams. 

Sworn before the Court of Queen’,s Bench, 
this 25tli day of April 1844. 

IV. lioumc., Clerk Crown. 



Received 25th April 1844. 
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Affidavit of Robert Sherlock^ with Notice annexed, sworn and filed 
25th April 1844. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Dully, the Reverend Thomas Tierney, Thomas 
Steele and Richard Barrett. 

Take notice, that the affidavit of William Keminis, Crown solicitor, this day 
filed in this cause ; the affidavit of John George Hodges, filed in this cause on 
the 22d instant, and the transcript of the short-hand note marked with the 
letter (A.), therein referred to, and annexed to the said affidavit ; tiie affidavit of 
George Magrath, and the joint affidavit of George Archer and Robert Dickinson, 
sworn and filed in this cause on the 22d instant and also tlio several orders 
made in this cause, and also the several affidavits made and filed in this cause, 
and the notes of the learned judges, will be used in opposing the motion of which 
you have given notice in this cause; and take notice, that you are required to 
bring on same on Thursday morning next, and in default of your so doing, counsel 
on the part of the Crown will bring forward the motion in this cause of which 
notice was served on you, and which notice is dated the 15th day of April 1844. 

Dated this 213d day of April 1844. 

40, Kildarc-street. • Wm, Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 

To Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Tho- 
mas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray, John 
Gray, Richard Barrett and Cliailes Gavaii 
Duffy, esquires, and the Reverend Thomas 
Tierney ; and lo William Ford, Peirce 
Mahony, Thomas Reilly, Peter M‘Evoy 
Gartlan and John M. Cantwell, Attor- 
nies for the above-narked Traversers. 

This is the original notice referred to in the annexed affidavit. 

Kohert Sherloch. 
W.B. 

Received 25th April 1844. 

T. D. B. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, Jolm O'Connell, John Gray, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, the Reverend Thomas Tierney, Thomas 
Steele and Richard Barrett. 

Row, Robert Sherlock, of No, 3, Portobello-place, in the city of Dublin, writing 
clerk, maketli oath and saith, that on the 23d instant deponent served Peter 
M‘Evoy Gartlan, attorney for the above-named Charles Gavan Duffy, with the 
said original notice hereunto annexed, by delivering unto and leaving with him, 
the said Gartlan, in person, at his oflicc, situate in Lower Domiuick-street, in said 
city, a true copy thereof; saith, that on said day deponent also served Thomas 
Reilly, attorney for the said Reverend Thomas Tierney, with the said notice, by 
delivering unto and leaving with the son of him, the said Reilly, aged Ifi years 
pd upwards, at his, the said Reilly’s, residence, situate in Lower Dominick-street, 
in said city, a true copy thereof; saith, that on same day deponent served John 
M'Namara Cantwell, attorney for the said John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray and 
Richard Barrett, with the said notice, by delivering unto and leaving with the 
clerk of him, the said Cantwell, aged 16 years' and upwards, at his, the said 
Cantwell’s, office, situate in Bolton-street, a true copy thereof; saith, that on same 
day deponent served William Ford, attorney for the said Daniel O’Connell, with 
the said notice, by delivering unto and leaving with the clerk of him, the said 
Ford, at his office, situate on Arran-quay, in said city, a true copy thereof; saith, 
that on same day deponent served Peirce Mahony, attorney for the said Johil 
0 Connell, with the said notice, by delivering unto and leaving with the clerk of 
him, the said Peirce Mahony, aged 16 years and upwards, at his, the said 
Mahony’s, office, situate in William-street, in said city, a true copy thereofj 
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sa.th, hat at the respect, ve tmies of said several services, deponent desired the said 
severs parties to whom said notices were delivered, that‘,ve,-e not in er ™ „ 

fiv'cly mimed " hcrcinbefo,‘o "spe 



Sworn facfoi-e the Coui't of Queen’s Cench, 
and at and in the Crown-Office of the 
Court of Queen’s Boncli, Dublin, this 25th 
day of April 1844. 



Robert Sherlock, 



IV. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 
William Keminis, Crown Solicitor. 



Received 2.5th April 1844. 



Affidavit of/. T)ilkm, sworn and filed 27th April 1844. 

The Qireiur rt^mjHsi iianiel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Mathew Rav 

^|iiaGreenstrce,atrfS 

jurors’ list or nanel’ ^anrri 4? ® accordingly on said special 

ipouent saith he ’ i ’’ qt'ahhed he departed from said court ; 

omktid from ;:,^ " name has, notwithstanding, beeii 

Catholic relio-ion. ’‘®‘i and deponent saith, he professes the Roman 



Sworn before the Coint of Queen’s Bench 
lliis 2Gl;h day of April 1844. 

Walter Bourne, Clk. Crown. 
William Ford, Agent for Traversers. 

Received 27tF April 1844* 



jmnes Dillqn, 



Affidavit of G. Hurst, sworn and filed 27 l1i April 1844. 

ZT/ O’Connell, .lohn O’Connell. Thomas Mathew Ray, 
RevZ,d®Safi“rn‘!r " 1^“%’ I^^^ard Barrett a/d 

(leideTifnimdTO stoL^“„ Cardiff-lane, RoMrson’s-quay, in the city.of Dublin, 
her last whillu tl ‘ “'i sadh, that during the month of Novem- 

fte iumrT’ ho •>™°™able the Recorder was raising the list oTake 

ften and them hoide^^b . tl ' ™ “ court-honse in , Green-street, at a Sessions 
placed on the aaM^ln,.^ ' 1 “aid revision,' in order to have himself 

list for the citv of W kr 9 uahfied to be on the .special jurors’ 

placed TsaiLw^r <l”ly qualified’Vbe 

®'ii special jurors’ list m- ™n I*”** ’“S name should be accordingly placed on 
from said court ■ aJI^ panel ; and saitli, having &o qualified, he departed 
aw court ; deponent sa.th, ho heard, and believes, that his name harnot 

^ withstanding, 
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■withstanding', been oniitted iVom such special jurors’ list ; and deponent saith he 
professes the Homan Catholic religion. 

George Hurst. 

Sworn before the Court of Queen’s Bench 
this 26th day of April 1844. 

Wal^r Boumc, Clk, Crown. 

William Ford, Agent for Traverser.s. 

Keeeived 27th April 1844. 



Affidavit of J. Elliott, sworn and filed 27th April 1844. 



The Queen Daniel O'Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Mathew Ray, 

Thomas Steele, John Gray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Richard Barrett and 
Reverend Thomas Tierney. 

John Elliott, of Tliomas-street, in the city of Dublin, ironmonger, maketli oath 
and saith, that during the month of November last, whilst the Right honourable 
t^ Recorder was revising the lists to make the jurov.s’ book for the year 1844 for the 
city of Dublin, he, this deponent, attended in person before him in the court-house 
in Green-street, at a sessions then and there holclen for the purpose of said revision, 
in order to have himself placed on said jurors’ book as a person qualified to be 
on the special jurors’ list for the year 1844 ; and saith, he duly qualified to be 
placed on said list, as a person worth 5,000 1 . ; and deponent saith, he believes 
the said Recorder then and there allowed him to be so qualified, and to 
be placed on said jurors’ book, so that his name should be placed accordingly on 
said special jurors’ list or panel ; and saith, having so qualified, be departed from 
said court ; deponent saith, he heard, and believes, that his name has, notwith- 
standing, been omitted from such special jurors’ list; and deponent .saith, he 
professes the Roman Catholic religion ; and saith, that early in the month of 
December, this deponent was informed that his name had been omitted from the 
special jurors’ list; and saith, he thereupon wrote a letter to the said Recorder, 
which was in the following words ; — 

“ Sir, — Having gone, with others of my neighbours, before you, some time 
back, to be put on the grand panel, and no objection made, I felt a little 
surprised at not being marked off as one that qualified, being a fifty pound 
freeholder; and could, if necessary, prove myself worth double the amount 
asked me ; as I suppose it is through mistake, and as my neighbours are put 
on, 1 feel a little awkward at being put aside ; and shall feel much obliged 
by your ordering me to be put on the list. 

■ “llespectfully yours, 

“9th December 1843. . John Elliott'’ 

and saith, notwithstanding the words “ fifty pound freeholder” have been introduced 
into said letter, he qualified, he added, he was also a fifty pound freeholder, aod 
said Recorder added, “ that makes the matter better,” oi“ words to that effect. 

John ElUoiU 

S)vorn before the Court of Queen’s Bench 
thh 2§th day of April 1844. 

WdtlP' Bour,j^ Clk. Grown* 

Wiljiam Ford, Agerit for Traversers, 

Received 27th April 1,84L 



Affidavit 
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Xffipavit of 7A Makony, sworn and filed yoth April 1844. 

In the Quken s Ee.mch, Ireland. 

The Qaeen agamst Daniel O'Cont.eil, John O’Connell and others. 

Pdrcc of 23, Williom street, in the city of Dnhlin, esqnire, end now 

res.cl.ng at No. ,i0, I all-mul . m Westminster, maketh oath and saith, his depo 
neat has read m the th.rc edition of the London Morning Herald nowsmner of 
the 23d April 1844, imt m the Dublin Freeman’s .Toiimal of the same^date^ 
copies of tivo several afl, davits, purporting to have been made and filed in this 
cause; one of which appears to have been made or. or about the 22d inst“n 
by George Archer ant^ Robert Dickinson, clerks of the peace for the conr ty of 
the city 0 Dublin, and the other on the same day by George Macratli of Phibs 
orcijgh, in the county of l>.bli„, gentleman ; saith, he, ^this d^pon en dmt 

that he, assisted by counsel, and that Messieurs Waucomb and Jackson, also aWrf 
by connscl, attonrJed the revision of the jurors’ lists for the city of Dublin, in he 
month of November 1843, as stated in the said affidavit of the said George 
Magrath , and that the said George Magrath acted as registrar to the Recorder ra 
the said occasion ; tins deponent Ihrther saith. that until after the commcncelnt 
of tins prosecution, tins deponent did not know of, and to his knowledge never 
saw.thcsaid George Magrath; and that since then, the only communications 
which have taken place between the said Magrath and this deponent have been 
held m his. said Magrath s, official character, as representing the said clerks of the 
peace, and the Right honourable the Recorder of the citv of Dublin, and solely in 
relation to the said jurors lists, and said revision thereof, and in the court of Jaid 
Recoidei, or m the public office of said clerks of the peace; and this deponent 
ait he admits that he applied to s„ d Magrath whilst the Recorder was s itlfng 
1844 h ‘oi' to have the copies of the lists, as returned for the year 

1844, by the cess collectors of said city, and which had been previously furnislied 
by said cleiks of the peace to this deponent, compared from day to day during 
such revision with the originals, as same were each day revised and corrected bv 
said Recorder, which said Magrath refused, but agreed to allow persons appointed 
y eponent to do so, as soon as said revision had closed; and that accordingly 

ffittd in the said affidavit ot said George Magrath ; and this deponent saith, that 
he copies of the lists so compared, and to which the said George Magrath refers 

cTnrtTnd’nnon ‘o be produced tl this “honourable 

court, a upon each of which this deponent has indorsed his name at the time of 

J copies of the lists, as revised by the said Recorder, for the parishes of Saint An- 
drew, bamt Andeon s, and Samt Bridget, ami exhibits (D.) and (E.), purportintr to 
/ ^ ™d?pd''etl witli said Recorder's original lists, for the parish^of Saint 

stated P«'sons employed by this deponent, as 

ta ed by said George Magratli, were, cm or about the 1st of December, stopped 
m heir progress of comparing and correcting all the parish lists in this depo- 
dMs possession (namely 20 parishes of the city of Dublin), as revised bjAlie 
sub, ^ George Magrath having inlormed them (as deponent 

oftisTr ^ 7“ 'T'*' '‘‘“Sd’f) t'>« he, the said Magrath, was 

Eernria. 7 ' l^deordci', to transmit to him (the said 

MagraRi !ht 77’l‘“i 7 >'st, which he (said 

naiEb G. ” * prepared, together with the 20 original 

Lrlm'7**’ “ and signed by said Recorder for the purpose of said Re, 

di„n® ^ general list, as so made out under the 

Recorder, with the original 20 parish lists which had been 
thl 4 corrected by the said Recorder on or before the 24th November last • 
Hast between 1st and 27fh days of December last 

Geom. M ™ several separate days, applied to the said 
general ,^‘‘^''''**’’. ■11 the public office of said clerks of the peace, to know if said 
Lreb i'ffi' as said 20 parish lists, had been returned to the said clerks of the 

■ r*^ ■ "Reorder ; and upon each of such occasions the said George 

of tffi. smd deponent that none of them had been so returned to the clerks 

peace by said Recorder, up to the said 27th of December, and on each occasion 
M3 he 
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he (George Magratlf) also stated to this deponent that said general list and parish 
lists still remained in the possession of the said Recorder, who was then in England 
as he, said Magralh, alleged ; as this deponent best recollects, the said George Ma- 
grath stated that the said Recorder was at one time in the city of London, and at 
another time at Lord Talbot’s, in Staffordshire, and at another time at Drayton 
Manor ; this deponent further saith, that up to the time of this deponent’s reading 
a copy of the said affidavit of said George Magrath, this deponent was in totd 
ignorance of the fact stated by him therein, namely, “that he also (the said 
Magrath), at the request of the said Wancomb and Jackson, caused the correc- 
tions and adjudications made by the said ILicorder to be introduced into tlie copies 
of said ‘Waucomb and Jackson which fact was carefully concealed from this 
deponent by said Magrath, who peremptorily rdused a similar accommodation lo 
this deponent, although this deponent offered to pay any expense attending the 
same, and the said Magrath assigned as his reason for not causing the cor- 
rections to be made in deponent’s copies, as lie now ap])ears to have done for 
Messieurs Waucomb and Jackson, that he (Magrath) and the clerks under him 
had not, lime to do so on account of the pressure upon them in making out the 
general list by order of tlie said Recorder ; atlding, however, that he would give 
permission to such persons as deponent might employ after the revision had 
closed to do so; this deponent further saith, that the ])ersons employed by this 
deponent during the said revision' having during the first, if not also on the 
eecond, day of such revision negdected to attend to deponent’s instructions to keep 
a list, in alphabetical order, of the persons from day to day who qualified before 
said Recorder to serve as special jurors, this deponent was and is unable to make 
out a correct return of same ; but this deponent saitli, that the list marked 
exhibit (F.), and indorsed by this deponent at the time of making this affidavit, is 
the list made out and kept for this deponent’s use during such revision, and con- 
tains the names of about 582 persons returned to deponent from day to day by 
the person so employed by deponent as being the names of persons who qualified 
before said Recorder to serve as special jurors for 1844 ; saith, that by a compa- 
rison of said list so kept for this deponent, and so marked letter (F.), with a copy of 
the special jury panel obtained for the traversers in this cause on the evening of 
the 3d January last for the year 1844, the following persons appear to have been 
omitted from the special jury panel ; namely, 1. Hill H. Barrett, Bachclor’s-walk ; 
2. Thomas Ashley, 13, City-quay; 3. Richard W. Barrington, 25, Eustace-street; 
4. John Barry, South Frederick-street ; 6. George Clayton Cowell, 34, Capel- 
street; 6. Michael Garrick, Willington-quay ; 7. Nicholas James Caffray, 3, 
Ushcr’s-quay ; 8. Christopher Cardan, 40, William-street; 9. Hugh Duffy, 
Bridge-street; 10. James Duggan, 2, Usher’.s-quay ; 11. John Donegan, 21, 
Essex-quay ; 12. James Dillon, Stoney-batter; 13. James Egan, 18 and 19, 
High-street; 14. Thomas Egan, 18 and 19, High-street ; 15. Charles Egan, 18 
and 19, High-street; 16. John Elliott, 96, Thomas-strect ; 17. Michael Farrell, 
8, Fleet-street ; 18. George Faulkner, 23, Cook-street ; 19, Christopher Gillespie, 
Lower Gardiner-street ; 20. Robert Gatchell, Pill-lane; 21. W. E. Gatchell, 
Montrath-street; 22. Edward Galavan, 4, Uslier’a-quay ; 23. John Gaynor, 4, 
Lower Gardiner-street; 24. John Hill, junior, North Aiine-streel; ; 25. Nathaniel 
Halbert, 29, Corn-market; 2G. William Johnston, 102, Abbey-sireet; 27. Thomas 
Hugh, South James’s-street ; 28. Robert Melvin, William-street ; 29. Charles 
Meara, Bachelor s-walk ; 30. Francis M‘Cornas, 3, Westmoreland-street; 31. 
Bernard Martin, 10 and 11, Bridge^street ; 32. Nicholas Martin, 10 and IL 
Bridge-street; 33. Robert Molloy,’ 18, Merrion-square West; 34. Thomas 
Murray, 10, Usher’s-quay ; 35. Bryan Molloy, 12, Bclvidere-place ; 36, John 
Molloy, Rutland-square ; 37. William ’■J’orrens M‘Cullagh, 8, Gloucester-street; 
38. James Pike, 12, Fownes-street; 39. William Henry Pirn, 22, William- 
street; 40. Edward 'Perrin, 1, Harcourt terrace; 41. Thomas Torrence 
Rowley, 69, Abbey-street; 42. Joseph Robinson, 85, Lower Mount-street; 
43. James Reilly, 24, Usher’s-quay; 44. Maurice Robinson, 14, Westmore- 
land-street; 45. William Saurin, 33, Sleplien’s-green ; 4G. John Viccars, 30, 
Corn-market; 47. Thomas White, 43, High-street ; 48. James White, 18, Upps^" 
Sackville-street ; 49. William Wolfenden, 26, Sackville-street ; 50. Thomas Whit- 
field, 14, Merchant’s-quay ; 51. John H. Walsh, Summer-hill ; 52. Sylvester 
xoung. Bridge-street. This deponent further saith, that being very anxious to 
■ascertain the true result of such revision, and to have the most accurate in- 
formation as soon as possible, this deponent, about the 12th of December las^ 

having 
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],aving met the .said Mr. AFaeeomb in tl.e hall of the Four Courts, this 
deponent asked him to let him know the re, suit of lii.s (Waucomb’s) calou 
lation as to the result of said revision, when the said Waucomb allowed' 
deponent to take down the results m pencil, according to his said (Waucomb’s) 
tlien recollection; and this deponent saith, that upon that occasion the said 
Waucomb informed deponent that the gross mmiber of jurors was 780 and of 
thatnumher Iiecalcii ated. astliis deponent now best recollects, that 670 were 
what he called and denominated them. Conservatives, and 210 what he called 
Radicals; whilst from the Conservative side he calculated there should be deducted 
disqua ified persons such as justices, aldermen and town councillors 14 and 
from the Radical side for similar reasons, 38, leaving 650 jurors (malifi’ed to 
serve whom he called Conservative, s, and 172 whom he designated Radicals ■ 
this deponent further saith, that, in order to aeguire the most speedy and certain 
mformation as to the said jurors’ lists, thi,s deponent subsequemtiy proposed to 
Mr. . ackson (also namea m the aihdavit of said Magrath) to jiin in the expense of 
printing the Recorder’s general jurors’ list as soon as it^was\le[,„sitrf wi 1 the 
clerks of the peace ; on which occasion the said Jackson stated the funds at his 
disposal won d not enable li.m to give more than 57. for that purpose b, 
that he would inform this deponent, after consultation with his friends whether 
they would give any larger sura ; this rleponent further saith, that l.aUng been 
.served vnfh a summons to strike the special jury in this case, on the 3d of 
January last tMs deponent, aecoippanied by Mr. 'J’homas Reilly, the attorney for 
Serfoftl ’ ‘ traversers in this case, attended at the^sald 

c e k of the peace s ofl.ee m Green-street on the 27th December last, to aseer a „ 
the Recorder s general list and parhsli lists had then been received from the smd 
Recoider and sailh, that upon that occasion this deponent and said Reilly found 
m thcsaid olf.ee the said George Magrath, the said Waiicomb, and oiie,^ if not 
both, of said clerks of the peace (George Archer and Robert Dickinson) ■ and thi.s 
deponent, having then maoe inquiry about said lists, was informed that none of 
them up to that tunc, had readied that office, but that as the Recorder wa.s to 
pie de at the sessions the next day, the said clerks of the peace expected lliat he 

would leturn from England that evening, and that lie would deliver the lists on 

the ne,xt moining ; whereupon this deponent, huving explained to the parties tlieii 
present the urgent necessity for l.aving copies of the Recorder’s geneS fist wiffi 
the least possible delay, he, this deponent, proposed that the moment the 

to Tt ‘f 'r® of the peace should cause them 

to be printed, to which arrangement all persons then preLnt assented, the clerks 
f the peace being indemnified from the expense of such printing and slid 
George Magiath having e.stimated such expanse at about 30 7., till’ Iponmft 

the said Waucomb agreeing to pay 5 7. on getting one-sixth of said copies 
wold Ikfl I^y all the parties present that the high sheriff’ of said 

would gladly contribute the remaining 10 7. on Ids gettil liis nmnonL,,; 

fZmmiicatlto 'fl.'‘'l ’ jr on that occasion undertook to 

ReTv fcftli, I ‘'‘'=’■010. and this deponent and said 

would r ^ oonvictiou that the foregoing arrangement 

®id ithelfnd ’ this deponent further saith, that lie was informed by 

dcDoiiem bl on the next day, tlio 2Stb December, and which 

cam on tl ® 1*1 Recorder, before the sitting of his 

S Wi,t -id general list and said parochial! to 

Wgh sheriff 1 iosono time m preparing therefrom a jurors’ book for the 

opl court tf ‘ ® '“‘d ii’® ®"“i"g of snid Recorder in 

lift uH‘ • f**'** " “oorab applied to .said Recorder for a copy of his general 
'W^aucomb if tf t “ocasion the Recorder replied that he knew nothing of Mi-, 
consented that be™°'l''l 'f Crown and tlie traversers in tins case both 

“pios and toll d the clerks of the peace to supply each party with 

oommonicate S t I I wur ‘''0';^upon directed said clerks of the peace to 
this deponent ! to William Kemm.s, esquire, as Crown solicited and to 

tltis denlent ’ soRh, that said clerks of the peace also informed 

tl« Helrder’’s wkhl‘’bl',T‘’tl“* ‘ ' I""”'®’ communicated 
stated that he dhl im’ Kemmis refused to give any consent, and 

then advised tb ' i ‘ '“’d (‘i*® olerks of the peace) 

“^advised this deponent to apply to the Recorder in conrt to permit tfem to 

“ 4 furnish 
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faniisb a copy to tins deponent ; suitli, that tJiis deponent bavinfr refused to adopt 
the suggestion made to him without the consent of one of the eomisel employed 
for the traversers, the said Archer and Dickinson accompanied this deponeot 
to the house of J. S. Close, esquire, No. 2, Great Demriark-strcet, to wdiom 
deponent and said clerks of tlic peace stated what had taken place between 
the said clerks of tlie peace, the said Recorder, and the .said Kemmis ■ and 
the said Close, being then professionally instvucled by this deponent, he 
accompanied this deponent and the said clerks of the peace to the said 
Recorder’.s court, and there applied in opem court for a copy of the said Recorder’s 
list of jurors for 184di, but the said Recorder refused to direct same to be 
given, inasmuch as the solicitor for the Crown had not consented thereto 
adding, however, his regret that he did not consider he had power under the 
Statute to direct sucli copy to bo given, and that all he could do was, as he had 
already done, namely, to advise tlie clerks of the peace to give copies, if those 
representing the Crown and traverser both consented, but not otherwise ; and the 
said Recorder having referred the said J. S. Close, esquire, and this deponeotto 
the slieritt' for a copy of the jurors’ book, if he thought lit to give same, the said 
Close and this deponent attended at the sheriff’s otficc soon after, and on the sMie 
day, when they applied to George Ponder, esquire, the acting under-sheriff for 
said city, for a copy of said jurors’ book, which he also declined to give; this 
deponent further saith, tlmt on the following day, Saturday, December and 
on the following Monday, 1st day of January,, and on Tuesday, the 2d day of 
same month, this deponent applied at tlie said sheriQ's olHcc for a copy of the special 
jurors’ panel, which was finally refused, though this deponent saith it had been 
the invariable practice of said shcriil's otlice to give co]yies of tlie .said jury panel 
whenever applied for ; this deponent further Ruitli, lluit on the next day, January 
3d, this deponent, accompanied by counsel and tin; other attoriiics concerned for 
the traversers in this case, attended at the oflice of Walter Rourne, esquire, clerk 
of the Crown, pursuant to summons, to ballot for a special jury in this case, and 
that on that occasion Abraham Brewster, esquire, q.c., with another counsel, and 
William Kemmis, esquire, Crowm solicitor, attended cm behalf of the Crown, and 
that after debate it was agreed, that at two o’clock a gentleman for the Crown 
and another for the traversers should attend tlie sub-sheriff who would allow 
them to make copies of said special jury paned from the original, which he would 
read out to them, and further proceedings were adjourned until the next day, the 
4th January ; this deponent .saith, that about six o’clock on that evening this 
deponent received a copy of the Dublin Evening Mail, then published, and in 
which this deponent read the following article: “Tlie Panel for the City of 
Dublin. — The fetate traversers and their agents aflcct to be unacquainted with the 
panel constructed under their own auspices ; the affectation is assumed, to give 
colour to the application on which we have elsewhere animadverted ; for otherwise, 
Messieuns Mahony and Ford must have neglected their duty to their clients 
in not availing themselves of the means at their disposal as well as ours, being in 
full possession of the constitution of the panel, as wc are at this moment: the 
whole proceeding of forming the jury list took place in open court in the presence 
of the Recorder, and the public agents and reporters from tli,e newspapers on both 
sides were in attendance from day to day, and at liberty to take what notes they 
pleased; the name of every juryman put upon the list was read out in court; and 
it wnuld take more persuasion than ordinary men are gifted with to convince us 
that agents so astute and watchful a.s those of the traversers did not avail them- 
selves of the opportunity of serving their clients just as diligently as the reporters 
of the press employed jt for the use of tlieir respective journals ; we should have 
been justly displeased if our reporter had neglected his 'duty on such an occasion ; 
and we think if the Messieuns Mabony and Ford be as ignorant as it is now their 
cue to be, their clients bad just grounds of complaint ; we are in posse.ssion of the 
list, and have been so from the time it was struck ; nay, we had leisure to analyse 
and compai-e it with the preceding list, and shall proceed to lay the result before 
our readers. When the repeal party, through Mr. Peirce Mahony, cried out 
loud y against the jury panel of 1843 as an imperfect and partial list, the numbers 
.stood thus : Conservatives, 29 1 ; Radicals, 97:— 388. A revision is then held; great 
are the exertions and long the [ireparations of Mr. Mahony, with his hast 
assistants. The panel, by their account, was clearly a partial one, because if wealth 
and property were, duly reprosented in the city of Dublin, we were assured the 
. . . libcrd 
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liberal majority roast be secured ; it horyever annears tbat wonltb u 
bemg properly represeuted, the panel stands thn^? 



S7 



Class. 


Qua LIFICATIONS. 


CONSISRVATIVES. 


1st class - 
2d „ - 

3d - 

4th „ 

5th y, 

Gth „ 

7th „ - 

8th „ - 

9th „ 


Sons of peers - - „ 

Baronets and knights - . ' 

Magistrates and sheriffs - _ ! 

Those who have served on grand juries 
■biSqmres 

Bankers - . _ ^ " 

Wholesale merchants 

Traders worth 5,000/. . . ’ 

Eldest sons of grand jurors and traders 
worth 5,000 /. - - - . 


11 

15 

21 

157 

79 

4 

08 

177 

S8 




Deduct justices, aldermen and town 
councillors - 


670 

14 


-This denonnnf fii 


Kflio*. Cial+U ; _.i; , 1 


556 



W ancombe ; and from subsequent admissions of said Waucon 'beK Is . 

a.s well as the facts disclosed bv the affiHsvii- r,f tti *j uri ^ ^ deponent, 

deponent has before reared he his denonenf to which this 

™ c tb?‘s£ix 

traverseh' ‘ f ‘ “ mtimation should be givL from tL 

and whose nt ^ persons who were entitled to serve as special iurora 

the a«nr ? “ published, to notify sLe to 

accorfinl ro ^ ‘h- deponent fiirtlrer saith that 

Bourne. I LSomrCrow ““.‘fd ^t the office of Waited 

as special im„r« W *™‘’" evidence that they had qualified 

» the listio mblisheJ^L^'^'^ Recorder, and that their names had been omitted 
it appears b/s o .•« j ^ ™™g®t the persons m attendance oh that occasion 

tamed i„’ hsT of IhS fl™ ^ possession, that the persons 

tendered artl nil c fo lowing ,s a copy, were in attendance, and 

declined to iJ--. nj,am.nat.on to said Walter Bourne, who, however 

said sheriff- “amX ■ ®‘f“T ’'=rn“/dopt the panel as delivered by 

Bridge-street oTm ’“r tendered ra evidence; Mister Sylvester Young^ 

Hiigl Dnfff’ f il^r" 3. Usher’iquay ; Mislj 

BeLrdStffi of f Idoe t’ rt® Bridge-streel’ Mister 

^Wein atrpnn’ bridge-street, Mister John Llliott, of Tliomas-street; all the 
I84LCOP “for •^”’“7 l®«;Raitce Mahony. Received 4th January 

Bcrd, oii^behalf ’i °r!7 '“‘I'l ‘’nP'*"™' further saitli, that William 

fte following is a on having tendered a written protest, of which 

protest, as anent f ", Daniel O’Connell and others.— I hereby 

against the^ofer *nm ^7" ? "f »aid Daniel O’Connelh 

aderiff’s officer as dlf^l ■>‘'‘'5' ''st handed in by the 

* namas of several of A and defective, and improperly and unfairly made up ; the 
395 *®|?ral of -the persons who qualified before the Recorder, and*^ 

N 



were 
admitted 
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admitlecl by bim’ to be qualified to serve as special jurors for the city of 
Dublin, and to be placed as such on the jurors’ book for the said city, not 
appearing to be included in the list of special Jurors now returned by the officer; 
and I hereby offer to prove the same. Dated this 4th day of January 1844. 
William Ford, 26, Arran-quay. Received 4th January 1844., Copy for traverser, 
Daniel O’Connell ; two sheets and this deponent and the other agents having also 
protested, as well bv themselves as by their counsel, the names ot 48 special jurors 
were drawn ; and amongst the number there appeared the names of one described 
as James Hamilton, No. 15, Chamber-street, iron merchant, to whom deponent 
will hereafter more particularly refer ; saith, that after said jury had been so 
balloted for, a further adjournment to the next day took place, for the purpose of 
reducing said list; deponent further saith, that upon the said 5th of January, 
this deponent, and others, on behalf of said traversers, together with said William 
Kemmis, as Crown solicitor, met at the office of said Walter Bourne, pursuant to 
adjournment ; and deponent, before the reducing of the said list had commenced, 
produced to said Keramis an alphabetical list of persons who attended at a great 
political meeting, held in Dublin in January 1837, and which list was published 
in the Dublin Evening Packet on or about the 27tb of that month; and having 
called the particular attention of said Keramis to the fact that the persons there 
assembled had pledged themselves by resolutions and speeches to the utmost 
hostility to the traversers, but more especially to Daniel O’Connell, this deponent 
read aloud to said Keinmis the names of three, if not four, of the persons in the 
list of 48, and then about to be reduced, and who had attended and taken part 
in such meeting in January 1837 ; and called iipon^hira, the said Kemmis, if he 
intended to have a fair and im|)artial jury, to strike off, on behalf of the Crown, those 
persons who were so notoriously partisans and inimical to the traversers ; and 
said Kemmis having declined to attend to this deponent’s suggestion ; and this 
deponent having then delivered to said Walter Bourne a written protest against 
such jury, which is now of record in this honourable court, and to which deponent 
refers, the reducing of said list proceeded ; and said Kemmis, in the first instance, 
struck off every Homan Catholic appearing in the said list of 48, and thereby 
forced Mister Cantwell, the agent of Mister Barrett and of Doctor Gray, to 
strike off the names of the persons on said list who attended the meeting of 
January 1837, before referred to; and this deponent saith, although the impeach- 
ment of said jurors’ list was a matter of notoriety in the city of Dublin, from the 
4th to the 9th January, and though said Magrath admits, by his said affidavit, 
that he was acquainted with that fact so early as the 5th January, yet no kind of 
explanation was offered by him or any other person to this deponent so as to 
account for the suppression of G3 names, as then publicly charged, from said 
.special jurors’ list, or of any the smallest number of them, and thereby allowed 
this deponent’.s affidavit in this case to be made on that day, without any attempt 
being made to remove the suspicions naturally entertained by this deponent as to 
the cause of such suppression ; this deponent further saith, that having rto\v 
in his possession the parish lists, marked as exhibits with this affidavit, (A.), (B.), 
(C.), (D.), (E.), he, this deponent, has, since he read the said affidavits of 
said clerks of peace and said Magrath, carefully examined same, and has 
ascertained therefrom (exclusive of the information contained in the exhibit (F) 
already referred to) that the following special jurors qualified before, and were 
admitted as such by said Recorder, according to this deponent’s belief, namely, 
in Saint Andrew’.? parish, as appears by exhibit (A.), to which deponent refers — 
1 . John Richard Andrews, 21 and 22, Dame-street, tea merchant, worth 5,000/., 
leasehold ; 2. William Atkinson, 62, Fleet-street, merchant and leaseholder ; 
3. Samuel Bewley, 6, Dame-street, tea merchant; 4. Joseph Cowper, 34 and 
35, Anglesea-street, wholesale merchant and trader, worth 5,000h, and house- 
holder; 5. Jonathan Carr, 10, College-green, woollendraper' and trader, worth 
5,000/., and householder; 6. Frederick Cosgrave, 2, Cecilia-street, merchant; 
7. Leland Crosthwaite, 14, Cope-street, merchant ; 8. George S. Carleton, 23, 
Eustace-street, merchant, grand juror and freeholder ; 9. Peter R. Clarice, 
Crampton-quay, merchant, grand juror and freeman ; 10. Hamilton De Villers, 
103, Grafton-street, silk merchant; 11. Mathew Donnelly, 9, Westmoreland- 
street, hosier, worth 5,000/.; 12. James Charles Egan, 46, Dame-street, wme 
merchant' and leaseholder; 13. George E'owler, 4, Anglesea-street, wholesale 
merchant, worth 5,000/,, and householder; 14. Patrick Farrell, 4, Aston’s-quay, 
wine merchant; 15.' William Fitzpatrick, 23, Dame-street, trader, worth 5,000/., 
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and householder; 16 William Robinson Fayle, 8. Cope-street, wholesale 
merchant and householder ; 17. Thomas Fayle. 8. Cope-street, wholesale mer- 
chant and householder; 18. .lames Forrest, 101, Grafton-street silk mereev 
worth .5,0001.; 19^ Ansou Floyd, 19, WelUngton-quay, eWr^ Vatfrormaa 
and leaseholder; 20. Michael barren 8 Heet-stroet. clothier, worth 5,0007, 
and householder ; 2 . John Fottrell, 66, F eet-street, merchant and householder 
22 . Thomas bottrell.^^ec Fleet-street, wholesale merchant and householder I 
of ’ “p Etistace-slreet, lUiolesale merchant and householder; 

24. William Graves, Bank of Ire and, College-green, esquire and freeman 

25, James Gray, Commerc.al-bmld.ngs wholesale merchant, grand juror and 
leaseholder; 20. Warwick Peansoii Ilyndr^ Aston-quay, wholesale merehant 
grand jnror, worth o.OOOi, and liouseholdcr ; 27. Richard John Hicks 18 

Wellmgton-quay, paper mamifiicturer, worth , 5 , 0007 . ; 28. Henry Hauo-hton 05’ 

Saint Andrew-street merchant and leaseholder ; 29. Robert Hunt, 1, Cramuton; 
quay merchant and householder ; 30 William Hanlon, 5. Westmoreland-sLet, 
watchmaker, worth ,5,0001., and freeholder; 31. John Hodges 16 Westmove 
land-street, brazier, avorth 5,0007., and freeholder; 32. George Hodues 16 
Westmoreland-strcet iromiionger, grand juror and freeholder; 33. Mathew 
Slade Hooper, 10, Saint Andrew-street, wholesale merchant and householder ■ 
34 Phmeas Hilhs, 40, Welliiigton-quay, iron and steel merchant and lease- 

5 mnV ^36 silk manufacturer, worth 

5,000 ,, Jb. John Jolinsoii, 7 and 8 Eustace-street, wholesale merchant, worth 
5,0007., and leaseholder; ,17. John Browne Jolinston, 7 and 8, Eustace-street 
wholesale merdiant, eldest son of trader, worth 5,0007., and householder; 3a’ 
Patrick Kennedy 10 Cope-street, merchant and liouseholder ; 39. Thomas Kelly 
13 Cope-street Sooth, merchant, worth 5,0007., and householder; 40. Daniel 
hrd™’ L7 wine merchant, grand juror, worth 5,0007,, and free- 

holriei , 41 John Lawder, 1, Crown-alley, merehant and householder ; 42. Samuel 
Lindsay, 58 Wi ham-street, wholesale merehant, worth 5,0007., and leaseholder- 

43. Joseph Maskery, 3, Saint Andrew-street, wine merchant and householder 1 

44. Laurence Malone, 21, Eustace-street, merchant, grand juror, worth 5,0007 

and leaseholder; 45 James Marraion, 7, Fleet-street, merchant and hou.seholder ; 
46. Richard. Homer Mills, 42, Wcllington-quay, merchant, freeholder and eldest 
son of grand juror; 47. Francis Nugent Mills, 42, Weiliugton-quay, merchant 
Wd 46- Francis Mills, 42, Wellington-quay, merchant and house- 

I ’ , ,"*'‘rou5 Moses, 4, Westmoreland-street, music seller, worth 5,0007., 

Iinii«»l,°'lf ° M'Clsirti, 6, Westmoreland-street, esquire and 
householder; 51. James Moore, 52. Dame-street, ex-liigh sheriff and freeman; 
np f j junior, 97, Grafton-street, watchmaker and eldest son 

— Q *^0 5,0007. ; 52. A. Michael Nott, 34, Dame-street, tea dealer, 

g and juror worth 6,0007., and leaseholder; 53. William Newcomb, 16, Fleet- 
reet, merchant, grand juror and leaseholder; 54. William Newcomb, junior, 15, 
whel i“ ’ son of grand juror; 56. Patrick O’Brien. 3, Cope-street, 

“holesale mercliant, freeholder; 66. George Phelps, Crown-alley, wholesale 
strert 5,0007., and leaseholder; 57. Stephen Parker, 2, Saint Andrew- 

eeq pawnbroker, elde-st son of grand juror and leaseholder; 58. Joseph Pim, 

’i householder; 59. John Porter, 40, Dame-street, 
me no “1 '“"seiolder; 60. Wright Pike, 12, Fownes-street, wholesale 
inerel,r! '“"seholder ; 61. James Pike, 12, Fowiies-sfreet, wholesale 
eldert * '*?' hfiaeholder; 62. Richard Peter, 109, Grafton-street, jeweller, 
str7e7r",°^ "'brth 5,0007., and freeman; 63. John Parker,' 35, Dame- 

36 and freeholder; 64. Thobias Pettigrew, 

sreen t “'h householder; 65. John Radley. 11, College. 

Quav m nnd leaseholder ; 66. Henry Roe, 3. CramptL« 

500n/ householder; 67. James Ryan, 41, Dame-street, hatter, worth 

eldest Ik Denis Redmond, 64, George’s-street, pawnbroker, 

Suffolk r worth 5,0007., and leaseholder ; 69. William Rigby, 24, 

Westm'^ gun maker, worth 5,0007., and householder ; 70. William Reilly, 14 
14 trader, worth 6,0007., and householder; 71. Charles Reilly, 

73’ of trader, worth 5,0007., and freeman ; 

73.'wi]l,'* ar h‘J,rtW®stmoreland-street, grocer, worth 5,0007., and freeman; 
freeman -^74 vuun® 'f'®“*™°'’®l™'l-street, grocer, worth 5,000 7., and 

holder- Fhgerson, 8, Fownes-street, grand juror and free; 

■ -Inmes.DiUon-Slianley, 10, Fleet-street, wine merchant' and house- 
rt 2 holder '; 
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holder; 76. James Symes, 65j Fleet-street, wholesale nnei-chaut and freeholder* 
77 . Henry Thompson, 28, Eustace-street, wine merchant, worth 5,000 Z., and r 
householder; ?8. Joseph Traynor, 88, George's-street, brush maker, and worth 
5,000/. ; 79. William Thompson, 28, Eustace-street, wholesale merchant and 
freeholder ; 80. George White, 1, College-green, seedsman, grand juror and free- 
man ; 81. George Molynepx Walthew, 13, College-green, hatter, grand juror and 
leaseholder; 82. Sir George Whitford, knight, 23, College-green, tabinet manu- 
facturer and householder ; 83. Thomas Warren, 28, Dnme-street, earthen ware- 
hoaseman, worth 5,000/., and freeholder; 84. Samuel Warren, 28, Dame-sireet, 
earthern warehouseman, worth 5,000/., and freeholder; 85. Isaac Warren, 21, 
Essex-street, earthen warehouseman, worth 5,000/., and leaseholder ; 8B. John 
Wisdom, 9, Fleet-street, wine. merchant, worth 5,000 and grand juror and lease, 
holder; 87. John Hume Wisdom, junior, 9, Fleet-street, eldest son of grand 
juror and freeman; 88. Joshua Watson, 3, Westmoreland-street, tea merchant, 
worth 5,000 and householder; 80. James Waller, 20, Suffolk-street, engraver, ■ 
grand juror and freeman ; 90. John Yeates, 118, Grafton-street, bookseller, grand 
juror and householder ; and this deponent saith, that of the persons so qualified, 
according to the best of this deponent’s information and belief, the following per- 
sons belonging only to the parish of Saint, Andrew's are omitted from said special 
jurors’ list — viz.: 1. William Atkin.son, G2, Fleet-street, merchant and lease- 
holder; 2. Samuel Bewley, 6, Dame-street, tea merchant ; 3. Frederick Cosgravc, 
2, Cecilia street, merchant; 4. Leland Crosthwaite, 14, Cope street, merchant; 
5. James Charles Egan, 46, Dame-street, wine merchant, leaseholder; 6. Patrick 
Farrell, 4, Aston-quay, wine mercliant ; 7. Michael Farrell, 8, Fleet-street, 
clothier, worth 5,000 /., and householder ; 8. John Fottrell, C6, Fleet-street, mer- 
chant and householder ; 9. Phineas liillis, 40, Welliiigl;on-quay, iron and steel 
merchant, and leaseliolder ; 10. John Lawder, I, Crown-alley, merchant and 
householder; 11. Joseph Maskerry, 3, Saint Andrew-street, wine merchant and 
householder; 12. James Marmion, 7, Fleet-street, merchant and householder; 
13. Francis Nugent Mills, 42, WelHngton-quay, merchant and freeholder ; 14. 
Francis Mills, 42, Wellington-quay, merchant and householder; 15. Joseph Pim, 
13, Cope-street, merchant and householder. This deponent further saith, that by 
exhibit (B.), which is the revised list of Saint Audeon’s parish, the following per- 
sons appear to this deponent to have qualified before the .said Recorder as special 
jurors for the said city at such revision as aforesaid ; that is to say — 1. Thomas 
Baird, 15, Merchant’s-quay, merchant and householder ; 2. ThomasBexford, 13, 
Usher’s-i.slaud, merchant and householder ; 3. John Behan, 14, Upper Bridge- 
street, wholesale merchant and freeholder; 4. Henry Carr, 18, Upper Bridge- 
street, wholesale hatter and householder; 5. John Clifton, 28, Bridgefoot-street, 
merchant and hou.^eholder; 6. Henry Cochran, I7, Merchants’-quay, wholesale 
merchant, worth 5,000/., and freeman; 7. Nicholas James Caffray, 3, Usher’s- 
quay, grocer and merchant, worth 5,000 and leaseholder ; 8. John Carroll, 31, 
Bridge-street, hotel keeper, worth 5,000 and householder ; 9. Henry Courtney, 
1, Usher’s-islandj esquire, grand juror and leaseholder ; 10. William Deane, 13, 
Merebants’-quay, wholesale merchant, worth 5,000/., and householder; 11. Wil- 
liam Deane, junior, 63, Baggot-street, eldest son of merchant, worth 6,000/., and 
freeholder ; 12. James Duggan, 2, Usher’s-island, iron merchant, worth 6,000/., 
and leaseholder; 13. John D’Arcy, brewery, Usher-street, worth 5,000/., grand 
juror and leaseholder; 14. Hugh Duffy, 2, X^per Bridge-street, linendraper, 
worth 5,000/., and householder; 16. James Egan, 18 and 19, High-street, 
woollen merchant, worth 5,000/., and householder ; 16. Thomas Egan, 18 and 19, 
High-street, woollen merchant, worth 5,000/., and householder ; 17, Charles 
Egan, 18 and 19, High-street, woollen merchant, worth 5,000/., and freeholder; 
18. James Pitzsimons, 26, Usher’a-quay, timber merchant and householder; 19. 
George Faulkner, 23, Cook-street, linen merchant, worth 6,000/,, and house- 
holder; 20. Edward Galivan, 4, Usher ’s-quay, wholesale merchant, worth 5,OOOL 
and householder ; 21. Thomas Harrison, 13, Merchants’-quay, wholesale mer- 
chant, worth 5,000/., and householder; 22. Patrick Hayes, 37 , Usher’s-.quay, 
rectifying distiller, grand juror, worth 5,000/., and leaseholder; 23, Richard 
Hayes,. 39, Usher’s-quay, eldest, son of grand juror, and: worth 5,000/.; 24. Charles 
Humphries, 17, Merchants’-quay, wholesale merchant, worth 5,000/., and free* 
man; 25* A.lderman John Keshan, .33, Lower Bridge-street, wholesale merchant 
wortE 5,000/., and leaseholder.; 26, Nathaniel Halbert, 29, Corn.martet, pawn- 
, Ptowj worth 5,000:/., ap^ leaseholder; 27- James Lindsay^ 36, Lower Bridge** 
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street, wholesale merchant, worth 5,000/., ami householder; 28. Alexander 
Lindsay, S7, Lower Bridge-street, wholesale merchant, worth 5 000/ and house 
holder; 29 Michael Browne Lacey, 8. Usher’s-qnay, paper manufacturer and 
freeman; 30. Joshua M Cormick, junior 16, Usher's-street, wholesale merchant 
and freeman; 31. Thomas Mahon, 26 Merchants’-quay, merchant and honse- 

enooV a h a?’ "O'’''™ manufacturer, worth 

5,000/., and h-mseholder ; 33 Nicholas Martiiq 10 and 11, Lower Bridg;street, 
merchant, worth 6,000/,, and lea.seholder ; 34. Bernard Martin, 10 and 11 Lowei’ 
Bridge-street, merchant, worth 5,000/., and leaseholder; 36. Thomas Matruire 
Wr Bridge-street, cotton merchant, grand juror and freeman; 36. Michael 
0 Donnell, 38, Lower Bridge-., treet, wholesale merchant and householder; 37 
Richard 0 Gorman, 2, Usher s-quay, wholesale merchant, grand juror and house- 
holder , 38. George Pim, 16, Usher s-island, esquire and leaseholder; 39. Samuel 
Parker, junior, SB, Back- ane, wholesale merchant and freeman; 40. Samuel 
Parker, 38, Back-lane, wholesale merchant, worth 5,000/., and freeman ■ 41 Wil- 
n ’ wholesale merchant, worth 5,000/., and freeman ; 42. 

Kewbold Riissel!, 34, Lower Bridge-street, wholesale merchant and householder- 
43 Charles Robinson, 17, Lower Bridge-street, -wholesale merchant, worth 6,000/ 
slnr 9 UsherVqnay, woollen merchant, worth 

5,000/ and leaseholder; 45. John Vicars, 30, Corn-market, leather merchant 
worth j,000/., and householder ; 46. Richard White, 43, Hiali-street wholesale 
mercliaut, worth 5,000^ and householder; 47. William wSliams (;iio should 
have been described as William Willans), 5, Lower Bridg-e-streel, wholesale mer. 
chant and householder ; 48. 1 homas White, 43 , Hiali-street leather merehanf 
worth5,000/.,^aiid leaseholder; 49. Thomas Whitfield, 14, Merchants’-quay, met: 

chant, worth ^,000/., and householder; 50. Thomas Williams (who should have 

bem described Q.S Thomas Willans), 5, Lower Bridge-street, wholesalemerchant; 51 

SjlvesterYoung , 39 LowcrBridge-street, merchant, worth 5, 000 /..and householder 

This deponent further saith, that upon a comparison of the copy of said revised list 
n tins deponent spossession, aud marked letter (B.) with the special jury panel before 
™l!ri f deponent that the following names have been entirely 

omitted fi oin said special panel, though qualified to serve as aforesaid ; vii 1 Tho- 

masBaird 15, Mercliaiits -quay, merchant and householder; 2. Thomas Bexford, 13 
Usher s-island, merchant and householder; 3. Henry Carr, 18, Upper Brido-e-street 
wholesale hatter and householder ; 4. Nicholas James Caffi-ayf\ Ushe°’s-qiiay’ 
|ocer and merchant worth 5,000/., and leaseholder; 5. Hugh Dully, 2, UppS 
Bndget-street, linendraper, worth 6,000/., and householder; 6. JamS Duo-gL 

18 andl'o Hit’l "“rth 3 000/., and leaseholder; 7. James Egan 

8 TS woollen merchant, worth 5,000/,, and householder- 

K and 19, High-street, woollen merchant, worth 5 000/ and 

Vr '^'Sh-street, wooilerSf Jvoit^ 

beholder : 10. James Fitzsmion, 26, Usher’s-qiiay, timber mmehant 
“mo/ td ?"' li- George Faulkner, 23, Cook-street, linen’ merchant, w rth 
Soon/ 2°’ Corn-market, pawnbroker, 

mrnuf,™ ‘“’f easeholder ; 13. Michael Brown Lacey, 8, Usher’s-quay, nape; 
rant s rr “u >™“l.older; 14. Thomas Mahon, 26, Mercliants’lJ^’^^^er- 
fcturer wiXR nnnT^ 15, Thomas Murray, 10, Usher’s. quay, woollei/mnn- 
Brid., ' '’”™ 6,000/., and householder; 16. Nicholas M-artin, 10 and 1 1 Lower 
»rfl L™ ;.B"d leaseholder; 17. Bernard Marthi, 10 

Eeillv ’24 TT ““ge-efeet, merchant, worth 6,000/,, and leaseholder ; 18. James 
John ViS, 7°°’ e" merchant, worth 6,000/., and leaseholder ; 19. 

20 ThomS le=i‘l'er merchant, worth 6,000/., and householder; 

holder^- 21 ^80^’ Wre*™!, leather-merchant, worth 5,000/., and lease- 

holder- 22’ 1-^’ Meechants’-quay, worth 6,000/., andhouse- 
Sylyest’er -Yra,,r“oo^‘ Bridge-street, wholesale merchant; 23. 

I'olJor- beinn 5.000/,, and house- 

hrt of ’Saint^A?9 * ■ special jurors appearing qualified as aforesaid, and on the 
and who are whnO^® alone, to serve as such special jurors for said city, 

tioned inftllett. ^ f ^a“”i - 1“™” ““‘'='^'1 ”1’ I®’ 

“1 of 15. as stoi 9 n Ai'nher to this deponent,. and hereinafter referred to, 

WUiam George Magrath. and independent of 

anil Thomas as William Williams 

yftar I84d . f!;- 1^** therefore not entitled to serve as a special juror for the 
I nis deponent further saitli, that after this deponent had made aiid - 
"3 filed 
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filed' tlie affidavit in relation to the said jurors’ list in, this cause, on or about tlie 
9th January last, and to which this deponent begs to refer this honourable court 
as part of this his affidavit, and by whicli he stated that his then intended applica- 
tion for a new jury was a bo?id Jiile application, made for the purpose of.obtaininu 
for the traversers a postponement of the trial, since had, in this cause, and for the 
striking- of a new jury, inasmuch as this deponent, in his conscience, believed that 
if the traversers were put on their trial under the circumstances in said affidavit 
detailed, they would he placed upon trial under disadvantages and disqualifica- 
tions which the law did not impose ; and after the contents thereof were publicly 
known in said city of Dublin, and also after other affidavits were filed in this 
cause by Patrick Gaynor and others, being the persons employed by this deponent 
for the purpose of correctingsaid lists, marked(A,), (B.), (C.), (D.) and (E.), this de- 
ponent received, as if in explanation of the facts charged by so.id affidavits, the fol- 
lowing letter ; viz. “ Mr. Arclier, senior, clerk of the peace, Inis called to inform 
Mr. Mahony, that, in consequence of the alleged error in the jurors’ list, the Re- 
corder ordered a special investigation of the entire process by which the list was 
made up; after the adjudication of the matter in court, it appears that Mr. Ma- 
grath, who acted as registrar to the Recorder on the occasion, and took down his 
orders in court, and who has made out the list subsequently, after Mr. Magrath 
had completed that list from the original documents used in court, namely, the 
parish list returned by the cess collectors, and compared that list, and found it 
correct, proceeded to the classification of the list according to rank, as directed by 
the Recorder ; and that the lists, being on separate sheets, containing 16 names 
of traders worth 5,000/., in Saint Aiideoii’s parish, dropped accidentally from the 
remainder; and Mr. Magrath having compared all the subsequent proceedings 
with that list so originally made by him, did not discover the omission until tk 
matter was brought before the public, and since the investigation ordered by 
theRecorder has found the dropped list in the inner room of the clerks of the peace 
office, amongst a number of other papers that had been there from that time. The 
foregoing fact having been specially reported by the clerks of the peace to the 
Recorder, he has desired that it should be communicated to the solicitors acting 
for the Crown and the traversers. — Sessions-house, January 1 1th, 1844.” And 
this deponent submits to the consideration of this honourable court, whether it is 
possible to reconcile the statement so made with the affidavits since filed by said 
George Archer, Robert Dickinson and George Magrath, or with the facts now 
disclosed by this deponent, and especially because, on a careful examination of 
Saint Audeons list, marked letter (B.), it will be found, that if a list was made 
therefrom of traders worth 5,000/., the 1 5 names now alleged to have been placed 
upon a sheet of paper, and to have been dropped accidentally, could not have 
existed in the order as asserted by said George Magrath ; for if a list of persons 
worth 6,000/., and appearing on said parish list, was made in the ordinary course 
of business, it would run thus — 1, Henry Cochrane, 17, Mercliants’-quay ; 2. Ni- 
cholas James Caffray, 3, Usher’s- quay ; 3. John Carroll, 31, Bridge-street; 4. 
William Deane, 13, Merchants’-quay ; 5. William Deane, junior, 63, Baggot- 
street; 6. James Duggans, 2, Ualier’s-island ; 7. John D’Arcy, brewery, Usher’s* 
street ; 8. HughDufiy, 2, Upper Bridge-street ; 9. James Egan, 18 and 19, High- 
street ; 10. Thomas Egan, 18 and 19, High-sti*eet ; 11. Charles Egan, 18 and 19 , 
High-street; 12. George Faulkner, 23, Cook-street; 13. Edward Galvin, 4, 
IJsher’s-qiiay ; 14. Thomas Harrison, 13, Usher’s-quay ; 15. Patrick Hayes, 27, 
Usher’s-quay ; 16. Richard Hayes, 39, Usher’s-quay ; i7. John Keshan, 33, Lower 
Bridge-street ; 18. Nathaniel Halbert, 29, Corn-market j 19. Alexander Lindsey, 
39, Lower Bridge-street ; 20. Thomas Murray, 10, Usher’s-quay; 21. Nicholas 
Martin, 10 and 1 1, Lower Bridge-street ; 22. Bernard Martin, 10 and 11, Lowe^ 
Bridge-street; 23. Samuel Parker, 38, Back-lane; ,24. William Parker, 38. Back- 
lane; 25. Samuel Robinson, 17, Lower Bridge-street; 26. James Reilly, 24, Usher’s* 
quay; 27. John Vicars, 30, Corn-market; 28. Richard White, 43 , High-street; 29- 
Thomas White, 43, High-street; 30. Thomas Whitfield, 14, Merchants’-quay; 

y Young, 39, Lower Bridge-street ; , being in all 31 names appearing on 
said list in the order above stated ; while, if the explanation given by said 
George Magrath be correct, he must have picked out for some purpose unex- 
plained by his affidavit. Nos. 2, 8, 6, 9, 10, 1 1 , 12, 18, 20, 21, 22, 26, 27, 29 auJ 
31 ; and this deponent further saith, that he considers the explanation now offered 
hv suid affidavits of said clerks of the peace and said George Magrath as most 
satistactory, especially as, on or before the 13th January last, copies of this depoueot s 
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afSdavit oftlie said 0th of January had been formally served on the said Recorder 
on the said George Archer, on the said Robert Dickinson, and on the said George 
Magrath respectively, as this deponent is informed, and verily believes ■ and 
notwithstanding which, up to the filing of their affidavits within the present 
week, no explanation was given to this deponent or any person on behalf of the 
traversers, to the knowledge or belief of this deponent, as to said missinir names 
save that contained in said Archer’s letter of 11 th January, though the said several’ 
parties attended this honourable court, pursuant to summons, on Monday the 
15th January last, and were present during the argument of the challenge M' the 
array, and the demurrer thereto, in this cause ; tliis deponent further saith that 
upon an examination of exhibit (C.), being a copy of the list, as revised for the 
parish of Saint Bridget’s, this deponent finds that the following persons appear to 
have qualified as special jurors for the year 1844 for said city ; namely—l Henry 
Booth, 40, Bishop ’s-street, pawnbroker, worth 6,000 h, and leaseholder ■ 2 ’ Loftiis 
A. Bryan, 19, Bride-street, iroiiinonger, ex-sheriff and leaseholder; 3 Richard 
Booth, 32, Golden-lane, timber merchant, worth 5 , 0001 ,, and leaseholder - 4 
James Booth, ,32, Golden-lane, timber merchant, worth 6,000 1 ., and lionseliolder- 
6 . George 'Wilson Boileau, 87 , Bride-street, druggist, grand juror, worth 5 000 f’ 
ami leaseholder; 6 . Joseph Bewley, 20, William-street, merchant and ’house- 
ho Her ; 7. Aiulrcw Baggot, 28, Willi-am-street, merchant and leaseholder ■ 8 . 
John Baggot, 28, William-street, merchant and leaseholder ; 9. Thomas Bradley 
15, Golden-lane, timber merchant, woi-tli 6,0007, and freeholder ; 10 . Joseph 
Casson, 11, William-strcct, merchant and leaseholder; 11. Thoma« Carey 16 
William-street, victualler, worth 5,000 7, and leaseholder; 12 . John Fortune 2s’ 
Golderi-laiie, trader, worth 5,000 7, and leaseholder ; 13. Archibald Ferguson’ 61 ’ 
Lower Ship-street, merchant, grand juror and leaseholder ; 14. Henry Fl’vun’ 
25 Wilham-slreet, pianoforte maker, worth 6,000 7, and leaseholder ; 15. John 
Holmes, 10, William-street, merchant, grand juror and leaseholder ; 16. William 
Milton, 64, Stephen’s-street, clock maker, worth 5,000 7, and freeholder- 17. 
Ashii Morrissoii, C, William-street, merchant and householder; 18. Michael 
M'Donnell, 16, W'iliiam-street, paper manufacturer, worth 5,0007, and lea.selioldeV - 
19 , Henry Mangle Milton, 04, Upper Stepheu-street, clock maker, eldest son of 
a ti-dder, worth 5,000 7, and householder; 20. John Parker, 19, Chancery-lane 
iromnonger, grand juror and leaseholder; 21 . George Palmer, 5 , Peter’s-row’ 
no j"™'' and householder ; 22 . William H. Pim’ 

-2, Wil ham-street, merchant, worth 5,000 7 , and householder ; 23. William King’ 
ll’ "“'K“’s-street, hosier, grand juror, worth 5,000 7, and leaseholder; 24.’ 
Abraham Rainsford, 29, Golden-lane, grocer, worth 6,000 7, and leaseholder ; 25. 
Wil lam Rntledg-e, 27 , William-street, merchant and householder ; 26. Theophilus 

juror, worth 5,0007, and leaseholder, 
and this deponent further saith, that upon a comparison between said list and said 
jm-y panel, it would be found that the following names have been allogether 
oimtted from said special jury panel for the year 1844; namely—l. Joshua 
Rewlcy, 20, William-street, merchant and householder; 2 . Andrew, Baggot, 28 
uliam-strcet, merchant and leaseholder; 3. John Baggot, 28, William-street’ 
merchant and leaseholder; 4. William Rutledge, 27. William-street, merchant 
andiiohseholder; and this deponent farther saith, that by exhibit (E.) before re- 
erred to, being the list for Saint C-atherine’s parish and which appears to 
nave been partly compared with the original list, as so revised by said 
pages thereof, and down to 'the seven last lines of 
eimii page thereof, it appears that the following persons qualified as special 
Firors, namely—l. John Alley, 12, South Earl-street, ex-sheriff’ and freeholder; 
W'lr Thomas-street, trader, worth 5,000 7, and freeholder ; 3 ; 

1 lam Behan, 6 , Market-street, merchant and leaseholder; 4, Walter Boyd, 
a worth Grand Canal, esquire, and freeholder ; 5. Benjamin Bristow, 73 , 
sif general merchant and householder ; 6 . James Barns, 115, Thomas- 

’ druggist, woi'lh 5,0007, and leaseholder ; 7. James Barns, 114, Thomas- 
drug-gist, worth 5,000 7, and leaseholder; 8 . Adam Calvert, 38, Thomas- 
householder; 9. Patrick Clarke, 126, Thomas-street, feather 
naw!,i,^”f’ 5,0007, and freeholder ; 10. Walter Dooley, 163, Francis-street, 

mervl . 6,000 7, and leaseholder ; 11 . Joseph Dodd, 1 , Mullinahack, 

hmiMt ii™d nouseholder ; 12 . John Donegan, 14, New-row West, merchant and 
14 I no- English, 12, Meath-street, merchant and householder ; 

° d Elliott, 96, Thomas-street, merchant ; 16. Thomas Fagan, 10 , Bridgefoot- 
K 4 street^ 
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, street, timber merchant and town councillor ; 16. .Tames Filzsimons 13 R -j 
foot-street, merchant and householder; and this deponent further saith^'tP" 
by a comparison of the said last-mentioned names with the said sn 
jurors’ panel, it will appear, as this deponent believes, that the name of 
Fag-an, town councillor and candidate for the ofHce of lord mayor of the c'f^^ 
Dublin last year, and who stands No. 105 on the special jury list for 184 ? 

fop'pther wifh that nf .Tamp<! Eit 7 simons nf 



j “““ V/.. 1.110 . 5 pv,t,iai jury list lor 184^ 

together with that of James Fitzsimons, of Bridgefoot-street, timber merch t 
’.lolly omitted from said special jurors’ list for 1844- this 

tKcif nnr.n an r.PovT.fkif /n ^ I'. r*..o • 



have been wliolly cmiittcu irom suiu special jurors list lor JH44 ; this denrm I 
further saith, that upon an examhialion of exhibit (D.), being a list for Saint Anne’ 
parish, and which appears to have been corrected and examined by the said list* 
revised with the said list of Saint Anne’s parish, as revised by the said Recorder fo' 
the wliole of the first six pages, and the two first names in the seventh page, the’foh 
lowing persons are entitled to serve as special jurors for the present year; namelv-! 
J . John L. Arabin,12, Glare-street, esquire, grand juror and householder ; 2.RicliarJ 
Armit, 1.0, Leinster-street, army agent and grand juror, worth 5,000/. ; 3. Tlioma 
Cottingham Armstrong, 8, Molesworth-street, grocer, worth 5,000/,, and freeman- 

4. John William Allen, 1.5, Grafton-street, priiitsellcr, grand juror and householder- 

5. Sir Richard Baker, 11, Dawson-slreet, knight and freeman; 6. John Baker' 
Dawson-street, hotel keeper, worth 5,000/., -and leaseholder ; 7. Patrick IJropliv' 
64, Dawson-street, dentist, worth 6,000/., and freeholder ; 8. Joseph Byrne 71 
Grafton-street, wine merchant, worth 5,000/., and freeholder ; 9. Timothy Byrne’ 
82, Grafton-street, trader, worth 5,000/., and householder ; 10. Martin Burke’ 12 
Kddare-street, hotel keeper, worth 5,000/., and leaseholder; 11. Sir Edward 
Richard Burrough, 18, Leinster-street, army agent and baronet ; 12. John Cannon 
11, Leinster-street, wine merchant and householder; 13. William Cockmn 17* 
Upper Merrion-street, esquire, worth 6,000/., and 60/. freeholder; 14. Patrick 
Daniel, 44, Grafton-street, ironmonger, worth 5,000/., and freeholder; 15. George 
E. Elwidge, 46, Kildare-street, hotel keeper, worth 5,000/., and leaseholder; 16. 
Francis Faulkner, 78, Grafton-street, grocer, wine merchant and ex-sheriff, worth 
5,000/., and freeman ; 17. Bartholomew Ford, 84, Grafton-street, brush maker 
worth 6,000/., and householder ; 18. Alexander Ferrier, jnnior, 57, Williain-strcet’ 
wholesale luberdasher, and son of trader worth ,6,000/.; 19. Alexander Janies 
Terrier, 57 , William-street, wholesale haberdasher, and son of trader worth 5,000/.; 
20. Rondell Samuel Guinness, 2, Kildare-street, banker; 21. Henry Gilpin, 33 
Molesworth-street, army clothier, worth 5,000 /., and grand juror ; 22. John Gold- 
smith, 27, Stephen’s-green, tea dealer, worth 5,000/., and householder; and this 
deponent saith, that there appears, by a comparison of said last names with a copy 
ot said special jury panel, that the name of James Cannon, of 11, Leinster-street, 

householder, has been omitted from said special jurors' list 
or lo4i4 ; this deponent further saith, that said Recorder repeatedly declared in 
open court, during such revision, that he considered persons described as wine 
merchant to be entitled to stand on the special jurors’ list for said city ; and this 
deponent saith, _ that a great many persons so described, as well as those keeping 
warehouses, without being described as general merchants, appear as special 
jurors on the list for 1844, and to which deponent refers : this deponent further 
saith, that on the ballot for the said jury list, No. 15, there was placed the name 
ot James Hamilton, 15, Chamber-street, iron merchant, and who ivS placed on the 
special jury panel, No. 283, and which name was allowed to remain on the list as 
reduced to 24, tor the trial of said traversers ; and this deponent saith, thathaviiiff 
been informed late on Saturday evening, the 13th of January last, that no such 
person existed, but that a man named Joseph Hamilton, of Chamber-street, who 
was then m the service of Cook Lucas, woollendraper, in Parliament-street, as a 
porter to his shop, intended to appear and to be sworn on such jury; this deponent 
went on the next day, Sunday the 14th January last, to Chamber-street, for the 
.prjiose of inquiring into, the truth of the statement made to this deponent, whea 
be ascertained that no such person as so described iu said jury panel did then.or 
tor many years past reside in said street, but that Joseph liarailton before iiained 
1 re.si e, and occupied, with his whole family, but one room in said house, as 
deponent was then inibrmed and believes ; and being then also inforaied by tbree 
.m- tour re.spectable persons residing in same street, that he, the said Joseph 
mini ton, did intend to present himself as a juror under the name of ima 
namiiton, is, Uiamber-street, iron merchant, this deponent procured the attend- 
.ance ot several persons m court on the 16th January last for the purpose of 
en i yiDg him, the said Hamilton, if he should attempt to be sworn as one ol the 

Mid 
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said jury ; and tins deponent saith, that on the calling of said jury, said Hamilton 
excused himself solely on the ground of his name being Joseph instead of James ■ 
and this deponent, from the information so received as aforesaid, entertains mi 
doubt whatsoever that the said Joseph Hamilton, who appeared in the jury bos 
on that occasion in the garb of a gentleman instead of that becoming his conation 
as a porter, intended to have served on said jury until he had been informed of the 
discovery that this deponent had made ; and this deponent submits that some 
account should be given by the said George Magratb why such an entry was 
made on such revision ; this deponent further saith, that after a most aiixioms 
consideration of the .said affidavits of the. said George Magratli, and of the several 
documents thereby referred to, this deponent mo,st conscientiously helieve.s that 
the suppression of jurors’ iiamos has not been the result of accident, hut has been 
wilful, and that it is even more extensive Ilian this deponent has as yet been able 
to ascertain, inaamiich as by tlie compared lists before referred to, and marked (A.) 
(B.), (C.), (D.)and(E.) alone, in or about 47 names of special jurors, instead of 24 out 
of the entire 20 parishes, as stated by said Magratb, appear to be omitted from said 
special jury panel for 1844 ; and this deponent humbly hopes this honourable court 
will direct a further and a most .searching imjuiry, by a comparison of the li.sts as 
revised by said Recorder for the entire 20 parishes with the general list made up 
from same, and with tlie jurors’ book and special jury panel for the present year 
so that the extent of the evil and injustice thereby done to the travelers may be 
fully ascertained and remedied. 



Sworn before me this 2Gtl.i day of April 1844, 
at No. SO, PiiU-tnall, in tlie parish of Saint 
James, in the city and liberty of West- 
minster, in llic county of Middlesex ; and I 
iknow the deponent. 



Peirce Mahony. 



(.signed) Thos. K. King, 

A Commissioner of the Court of Queen’s Bencli in Irclanr] 
for taking affidavits in said city and liberty and county. 

Mabony, Attorney, 23, William-rstreet. 



Received 30th April 1844. 



.Affidavit of IV. Kord, sworn and filed Cth May 1844. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John P’Connell, Tliomas Steele, Charles 
Gavan Duffy, Thomas Mathew Ray, John Gray, Reverend Thomas Tierney 
and Richard Barrett. ' ' 

'William Ford, of Arran-quay, in the city of Dublin, attorney, maketh oath 
and saith, that he attended from clay to day during the trial in this cause in 
this honourable court, and that, during that period, the jurors who composed 
the jury vyhp tried this cause were p.ermitted to separate every eveijiiig, up to 
Saturday, the 1 0th of February last ; and saith, that, pursuant to an Order 
ot this court, deponent obtained from the Crown Office a copy of t]ie issues sent 
np to the jury in this cause, y/ith their finding thereon; and that subsequently 
this deponent obtained a copy of the entries, iri the nature of a postea, entered on 
the record in this cause ; saith, that on Saturday last, the 4th day of May, it was 
tor the first time discov.ered, thaf the verdict set forth in the said entries differed 
trom the fi.uding of said jury upon saij issues as aforesaid ; saith, that deponent is 
advised^ and believes, that the verdict in said entries is erroneously stated ; and 
hat It is necessary for the defence of the traversers in this cause, that the verdipt 
la said entries should be made conformable to the truth, and to the finding of the 
jurors aforesaid f ajid that until the sapie is done, a motion in arrest of judgment 
’ O cannot 
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cannot be properly made on behalf of said traversers, and which motion it is the 
intention of the said traversers, if necessary, to make. 

William Ford 

Sworn before me this Ctli day of May 1844, 
at the Crown Office, Queen’s Bench, 

IP. jSowmjjun., D. elk. Crown. 

William Ford, Attorney. 

Received 6th May instant. 



Affidavit of Daniel O’Connell, sworn and filed 28th May 1844. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen agaimt Daniel O’Connell, M.P., John O’Connell, m.p., Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, John Gray, Reverend Thomas Tierney, 
Richard Barrett and Thomas Steele. 

Daniel O'Connell, of Merrion-square, in the city of Dublin, esquire, one of 
the traversers in this case, maketli oath and saith, that he has been advised, and 
believes, that errors have occurred in this case which afford good and substantial 
grounds for bringing a writ of error, and that it is his borui Jide intention forth- 
with to bring such writ of error in this case, and with all possible urgency and 
despatch to proceed with same until it shall be finally adjudicated upon and 
disposed of; and saith, this affidavit is not made for the purpose of delay in the 
proceedings in this cause, but for the bond Jide purpose of staying the execution of 
sentence on a judgment which, he has good reason to believe, will be reversed. 

Daniel O'Connell 

Sworn before me, this 28th day of May 1844, 
in Crown Office of Queen’s Bench. 

Walter Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

William Ford, Attorney for Daniel O’Connell. 

Received 28th May 1844. 



Affidavit of W. Ford, sworn and filed 1st June 1844. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, John Gray and Richard Barrett. 

William Ford, of No. 43, Dame-street, in the city of Dublin, gentleman, 
attorney for the defendant, Daniel 0 Connell, maketh oath and saith, that counsel 
ol great eminence at the bar, both in Ireland and England, having advised the 
defendants in this case that there is good and sufficient ground of proceeding by 
writ of error to reverse the judgment had therein, this deponent did, on Friday, 
the 31st day of May 1844, by advice of counsel, apply to Walter Bourne, 
esquire, the clerk of the Crown, for liberty to inspect the record in this case, for 
the purpose of procuring the names of the several witnesses respectively suppled 
to he indorsed on the indictment, and sworn or examined before the grand jury 
who found and returned the same, together with the other indorsements (if any) 
thereon ; and that such application was made solely for the bond jide purpose of 
enabling the defendants duly to assign error upon the record in this case ; butsaith, 
that the said alter Bourne declined to comply with such application, and did 
not permit such inspection ; saith, that such application was not made with a 
view to use the information thereby sought as aforesaid for any improper or sinisUt 
purpose, or with a view to publish or disclose the names of the said witnesses, 
mrtner than by stating forth same, so far as may be deemed necessary, by counsel, 
for the purpose of duly and sufficiently assigning error upon the record in tha 
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. behalf as aforesaid; and saitli, that by notice served upon 'William Kommis, esquire 
the Crown solicitor in this case, on Friday, the said 31st day of May, deponent 
undertook and offered to bind himself to make no further or other use of the names 
of .such witnesses ; and deponent saith, he is advised by counsel, and verily believes, 
that snch inspection as aforesaid is absolutely necessary for the purpose of enabling 
the said defendants duly to assign error in furtherance of justice in this case. “ 

Sworn before the Court of Queen’s Bench, William lord. 

this 1st day of June 1844. 

W. Same, Clk. Crown. 

William Ford, Attorney for Daniel O’Connell. 



PLEADINGS. 



Plea in Abatement of Daniel O'ConncU, and Attorney-general’s Joinder. 

In the Court of Quekw’s Bencm, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Thomas 
lierney, tharies Cravan Du% at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

A.vd now, the said Daniel O’Connell, in his own proper person, comes into the 
court here of our Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, and having heard the 
said alleged indictment read, and protesting that he is not guilty of the premises 
charged in the said alleged indictment, or of any part thereof, for plea in abate- 
ment thereto ; nevertheless saith, that he ought not to be compelled to answer the 
said alleged indictment, and that the same ought to be quashed, because, he saith 
that the said alleged indictment heretofore, to wit, on the 2d day of November in 
the year of our Lord 1843, to wit, at the said court of our Lady the Queen, before 

the county of the citv 

ot Dublin, was found a true bill by the jurors aforesaid, upon the evidence of 
divers, to wit, four, witnesses then and there produced before and then and there 
examined by the jurors aforesaid; and that the said witnesses so then and there 
profluced before' and then and there examined by the jurors aforesaid, were not 
nor was any of them, previous to their and 'his being so examined by the 
jurors atoVesaid, sworn in the said court of our said Lady the Queen herself 
according to the provisions of a certain Statute passed in a Session of Parliament 
JnJf ? of his late Majesty King George the Third 

ntituled,. An Act to regulate Proceedings of Grand J uries in Ireland u non Bills of 
indictment, to wit, m the parish of Saint Mark, in the county of the city of 
^ublia aforesaid; and this he is ready to verify ; wherefore lie prays judffment of 
e said indictment, and that tlic same may be quashed, and so forth. 

vp.,,. _ , . Colman Michael O'Loghlen. 

william Ford, Attorney. 



In tbe Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen ^ Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas 
eele, Kichard Barrett, Reverend Thomas Tierney, Charles Gavan Duffv 
omas Mathew Ifay and Reverend Peter James Tyrrell. * 

®fyierrion-square. in the county of the city of Dublin, 
unto an ™f!’'’™-named defendant, maketh oath and saith, that the plea here- 
w.to annexed is tr.ue in substance and matter of fact. ^ 

Sworn before me, this 14th day of November 1843, ° Connell. 

in chamber. fVglter Smrne, Clk. Crown. 

William Ford, Attorney. 

Received IdthNovember 1843. 
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The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Daily, Thomas Tierney, Peter James Tyrrell, 
John Gray and Richard Barrett. 

And the Right honourable Thoms Berry Cusack Smith, Attorney-general of 
our said Lady the now Queen, who for our said Lady llie Queen in this behalf 
prosecutes, as to the said plea of the said Daniel O’Connell by him above pleaded, 
for our said Lady the Queen, saith, that the same, and the matters therein 
contained, in manner and form as the same are above pleaded and set forth, are 
not sufficient in law to preclude the coui't of the said Lady the Queen here from 
proceeding upon the said indictment against him, the said Daniel O’Connell, and 
that onr said Lady the Queen is not bound by the law of the land to answer the 
same; and this lie, the said Attorney-general who prosecutes as aforesaid, is 
ready to verify ; wherefore, for want of a sufficient plea in this behalf, he, the said 
Attorney-general, prays judgment, and that the said Daniel O’Connell may be 
convicted of the premises in the said indictment specified. 

T. B. C. Smith, 



AVilliam Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 



Plea in Abatement oiJohn O'Connell, and Attorney-generals Joinder. 



Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, the Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Thomas 
Tierney and Charles Gavan Duify, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And now, the said O'Connell, in his own proper person, comes into the court 
here of our Ladv the Queen, before the Queen herself, and having heard the said 
alleged indictment read, and protesting that he is not guilty of the premises 
charged iu the said alleged indictment, or of any part thereof, for pica in abate- 
ment thereto; nevertheless saith, that he ought not to be compelled to answer the 
said alleged indictment, and that the same ought to be quashed, because, he 
saith, that the said alleged indictment lieretofore, to wit, on the 2d day of Novem- 
ber in the year of our Lord 1843, to wit, at the said court of our Lady the Queen, 
before the Queen herself, to wit, in the parish of Saint Mark, in the county of the 
city of Dublin, was found a true bill by the jurors aforesaid, upon the evidence of 
divers, to wit, four, witnesses then and there produced before and then and there 
examined by the jurors aforesaid ; and that the said witnesses so then and there 
produced before and examined by the jurors aforesaid, were not, nor was any of 
them, previous to their and his being so examined by the jurors aforesaid, sworn 
in the said court of our Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, according to the 
provisions of a certain Statute passed in a Session of Parliament holden in the o6th 
year of the reign of his late Majesty King George the Tiiird, intituled, “An Act 
to regulate Proceedings of Grand Juries in Ireland upon. Bills of Indictment,” 
to wit, in the parish of Saint Mark, in the county of the city of Dublin aforesaid; 
and this he is ready to verify ; wherefore he prays judgment of the said indictment, 
and that the same may be quashed, and so forth» 

J, 8. Close. 

Peirce Mahony, Attorney. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard 
Barrett, the Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew 
Ray, Reverend Thomas Tierney and Charles Gavan^Duffy. 

John O'Connell, of Derrinanc cottage, Blackrock, in the county of Dublin, 
esquire, the above-named defendant, maketh oath and saith, that the plea hereunto 
annexed is true in substance and matter of fact. 

John 0’ConneJl‘ 

Sworn before me, in the Queen’s Bench, this 
14th day of November 1843, in chamber. 

fV. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

Peirce Mahony, Attorney. 

. Received 14th November 1843, 



The 
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The Queen agaimt Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele 
Thomas Matlmw Ray, Charles Gavan Dafl'y, Thomas Tierney, Peter James 
Tyrrell, John Gray and Richard Barrett. 

And the Right honourable Thomas Berry Cusack Smith, Attorney-general of 
our said Lady the now Queen, who for our said Lady the Queen in this behalf 
prosecutes, as to the said plea of the said John O’Connell by him above pleaded 
for our said Lady the Queen, saith, that the same, and the matters therein coiit-iinecl’ 
in matter and form as the same are above pleaded and ,set forth are not sufficient 
in law to preclude the court of the said Lady the Queen hero from proceedimr upon 
the said mdictmeut against him, the said John O’Counell, and that our sail I adv 
the Queen is not bound by the law of the land to answer the same • and tills’ lie^ 
dm said Attorney.general who prosecutes as aforesaid, is rcatlv to verify ■ wherefore’ 
for want of a sufficient plea m this behalf, he, the said Attomey-gen’eral prays 
judgment, and that the said John O’Connell may be convicted of the preniises in 
die .said indictment specified. ^ 



William Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 



T. B. aSmllh. 



Received 15th November 1843. 



Plea in Abatement of T. Sleek, and Attorney-general’s Joinder. 

In the Qoeen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Tlioraas 
Tierney, Charles Gavaii Duffy, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And now, the said Thomas Sleek, in his own proper person, comes into the 
court here of our Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, and havinv heard 
the said alleged indictment read, and protesting that he is not guiltl of the 
premises charged m the said alleged indictment, or of anv part thereof, for plea in 
abatement thereto; nevertheless saith, that he ought not to be compelled to answer 
the said alleged mdictment, and that the same ought to be quaslied, because, he 
Mth, that the .said alleged mdictment heretofore, to wit, on tile 2d day of 
Noveinher in the yeai- of our Lord 1843, to wit, at the said court of our Lady the 
Queen, before the Queen herself, to wit, in the parish of Saint Mark, in the 
tounty of the city of Dublin, was found a true bill by the jurors aforesaid, upon 
the evidence of divers, to wit, four, witnesses then and there produced before and 
hen and there examined by the jurors aforesaid ; and that the said witnesses so 
then and there produced before and examined by the jurors aforesaid, were not 
nor was any of them, previous to their and his being so examined by the jurors 
aforesaid, sworn m the said court of our said Lady the Queen, before the Queen 
herselt, according to the provisions of a certain Statute passed in a Session of 

,, Tiv T* ™ Majesty King Geom-e 

the Ihird, mtituled, “An Act to regulate Proceedings of Grand Juries in Ireland 
upon Bills of Indictment,” to wit, in the parish of Saint Mark, in the county of the 
aforesaid ; and this he is ready to verify ; wherefore he prays 
juagment of the said mdictment, and that the same may be quashed, and so forth 

John M’Namara Cantwell, Attorney. 

In the Queen’s Bench. 

Tlie Queen TOuinsi! Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard 
Barrett, Kwrend Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, 
Reverend Thomas Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy. 

“f O’Connell, in the county of Clare, esquire, the above- 

suhston h'altotl' oath and saith, that the plea hereunto annexed is true m 

suostance and matter of fact. 

Sworn before the Court of Queen’s Bench, 
this 14th November 1843, in chamber, 

- W. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

John M, Cantwell, Attorney. 

Received 14th November 1843. 



Thomas Steek, 
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The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
I^Iatliew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Thomas Tierney, Peter James Tyrrell 
John Gray and Richard and Barrett. 

And the Right honourable Thomas Berry Cusack Smith, Attorney-general of 
our said Lady the now Queen, who for our said Lady the Queen in this behalf 
prosecutes, as to the said plea of the said Thomas Steele by him above pleaded, 
for our said Lady the Queen, saith, that the same, and the matters therein 
contained, in manner and form as the same are above pleaded and set forth, are 
not sufficient in law to preclude the court of the said Lady the Queen here from 
proceeding upon the said indictment against him, the said Thomas Steele, and 
tliat our said Lady the Queen is not bound by the law of the land to answer the 
same; and this he, the said Attorney-general who prosecutes as aforesaid, is 
ready to verify; wherefore, for want of a sufficient pica in this behalf, he, the 
said Attorney-general, prays judgment, and that the said Thomas Steele may be 
convicted of the premises in the said indictment specified. 

T. B. C. S7nitk. 



"William Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 



Received 15th November 1843. 



Plea in Abatement of T. M. Ray, and Attorney-general's Joinder. 



Ill the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Thomas 
Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And now, the said Thomas Mathew Ray, in his own proper person, comes into 
the court here of our Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, and having heard 
the said alleged indictment read, and protesting that he is not guilty of the pre- 
mises charged in the said alleged indictment, or of any part thereof, for plea in 
abatement thereto ; nevertheless saith, that he ought not to be compelled to 
answer the said alleged indictment, and that the same ought to be quashed, 
because, he saith, that the said alleged indictment heretofore, to wit, on the 2d day 
of November in the year of our Lord 1843, to wit, at the said court of our Lady 
the Queen herself, to wit, in the parish of Saint Mark, in the county of the city of 
Dublin, was found a true hill by the jurors aforesaid, upon the evidence of divers, 
to wit, four, witnesses then and there produced before and then and there exatnined 
by the jurors aforesaid ; and that the said witnesses so then and there produced 
before and examined by the jurors aforesaid were not, nor was any of them, pre- 
vious to their and his being so examined by the jurors aforesaid, sworn in the 
said court of our said Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, according'^to the 
provisions of a certain Statute passed in a Session of , Parliament holJen in the 
56th year of the reign of his late Majesty King George the Third, intituled, " Aa 
Act to regulate Proceedings of Grand Juries in Ireland upon Bills of Indictment,” 
to wit, in the parish of Saint Mark, in the county of the city of Dublin afore, said, 
and this he is ready to verify ; wherefore he prays judgment of the said indict 
meet, and that the same may be quashed, and so forth. 

j. S. Close^ 

J. M, Cantwell. 



Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard 
Barrett, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, 
Reverend Thomas Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy. 

Thomas Mathew Ray, of Burgh-quay, in the city of Dublin, esquire, the above- 
named defendant, maketli oath and saith, that the plea, hereunto annexed, is true ia 
substance and matter of fact. ' 

TM.Rdlf' 

Sworn before me, in the Queen’s Bench, in 
chamber, this 14th day of November 1843. 

JV. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

J. M. Cantwell, Attorney. 

— - y ^ 
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The Queen agaim-t Daniel O’Comell. Jol.n O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, 0 mr es Gavai) Dnffy, Tliomas Tieiney, Peter James Tyrrell 
John Gray and Richard Barrett. ^ ’ 

Am the Right honom-able Thomas Berry Cusack Smith, Attorney-general of 
oiir said Lady the now Queen, who for our said Lady the Queen in this behalf 
prosecutes, as to the said plea of the said Thomas Mathew Ray by him above 
pleaded, for our said Lady the Queen, saith, that the same, and the matters therein 
contained, m manner and form as the same are above pleaded and set forth are 
not sufficient m law to preclude the court of the said Lady the Queen here from 
proceeding upon the said indictment against him, the said Thomas Mathew Ray 
and tliat our said Lady the Queen is not bound by the law of the land to answer 
the same; and this lie, the smid Attorney-general who prosecutes as aforesaid is 
ready to verify ; wherefore, for want of a sufficient plea in this behalf he the said 
Attorney-general prays judgment, and that the said Thomas Matliew Ray may 
be convicted ot the premises m the said indictment specified. ^ 

William Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. C. Smith 

Received 15th November 1843. 



Plea in Abatement of C. G. liujfy, and Attorney-general’s Joinder. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel QConnell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, the Reve- 
rend Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Roy, Reverend 
pomas Tierney and Charles Gavau Duffy, at tlie Prosecution of the 
Queen. 

lU-i) now, the said Charles Ganan Dtiffg, in his own proper person, comes into the 
court here of our Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, and having heard the 
said alleged indictment read, and protesting that he is not guilty of the premises 
charged m the said alleged indictment, or of any part thereof, for plea in abate- 
ment thereto ; nevevthclcs.s saith, that he ought not to be compelled to answer the 
said alleged indictment, and that the same ought to be quashed, because, he 
saith, that the said alleged indictment heretofore, to wit, on the 2d day of Novem- 
ber in the year of our Lord 1843, to wit, at the said court of our Lady the Queen 
before the Queen herself, to wit, in the parish of Saint Mark, in the county of the 
city of Dublin was found a true bill by the jurors aforesaid, upon the evidence of 
aivers, town, four, witnesses then and there produced before and then and there 
examined by the jurors aforesaid; and that the said witnesses so then and there 
produced before and examined by the .jurors aforesaid, were not, nor was any of 
them, previous to their and his being so examined by the jurors aforesaid, sworn 
■a the said court of our said Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, according 
to the provisions of a certain Statute passed in a Session of Parliament holden iS 
the 6bth year of the reign of his late Majesty King George the Third, intituled 
an Act to regulate Proceedings of Grand Juries in Ireland upon Bills oflndict- 
oient, to wit, in the parish of Saint Mark, in the county of the cily of Dublin 
aoresaid ; and this he is ready to verify ; wherefore he prays judgment of the said 
mdiclment, and that the same may be quashed, and so forth. 

Peter M'Evoy Gartlan, Attorney, Thomas O’Hagan. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen «. Daniel O’Coimell, John O’Connell, Thomas Mathew Ray, Charles 
avaa Duffy the Reverend Thomas Tierney, the Reverend Peter James 
Tyrrell, John Gray, and Richard Barrett. 

esothu Gavan Duffy, of Rathmines, in the county of Dublin, 

ann„S ; defendant, maketh oath andiailh, that the plea hereunto 

la true in substance and matter of fact. 

Sworn before me, at the Queen's Bench, this Charles Gamn Daffy. 
i4th day of November 1843, in court. 

W. Boui'iie, Clk. Crown, 

Peter M‘E. Gartlan, Attorney. 

Received 14th Novetpber 1843. 
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The Qaeen against Daniel O’Connell, John O'Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Dufiy, Thomas Tierney, Peter James Tyrrell 
John Gray and Richard Barrett. * 

And the Right honourable Thomas Berry Cusack Smith, Attorney-general of 
our said Lady the now Queen, who for our said Lady the Queen in this behalf 
prosecutes, as to the said pica of the said Charles Gavan Duffy by him above 
pleaded, for our said Lady the Queen, saith, that the same, and the matters therein 
contained, in manner and form as the same are above pleaded and set forth are 
not sufficient in law to preclude the court of the said Lady the Queen here from 
proceeding upon the said indictment against him, the said Charles Gavan Duffy 
and that our said Lady the Queen is not hound by the law of the land to answer 
the same ; and this he, the said Attorney-general who prosecutes as aforesaid is 
ready to verify ; wherefore, for want of a sufficient plea in this behalf, he, the said 
Attorney-general, prays judgment, and that the said Charles Gavan Duffy may 
be convicted of the premises in the said indictment specified. 

William Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 

Received 15th November 1843. 



Plea in Abatement of T. Tierney, and Attorney-gencrars Joinder 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O'Connell, John O'Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Thomas 
Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And now, the .said Reverend Thomas Tierney, in his own proper person, comes 
into the court here of our Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, and having 
heard the said alleged indictment read, and protesting that he is not guilty of the 
premises charged in the said alleged indictment, or of any part thereof, for plea ia 
abatement thereto ; nevertheless saith, that he ought not to be compelled to answer 
the said alleged indictment, and that the same ought to be quashed, because, he 
saith, that the said alleged indictment heretofore, to wit, on the 2d day of 
November in the year of our Lord 1843, to wit, at the said court of our Lady the 
Queen, before the Queen herself, to wit, in the parish of Saint Mark, in the county 
of the city of Dublin, was found a true bill by the jurors aforesaid, upon the 
evidence of divers, to wit, four, witnesses then and there produced before and 
then and there examined by the jurors aforesaid ; and that the said witnesses so 
then and there produced before and examined by the jurors aforesaid were not, 
nor was any of them, previous to their and his being so examined by the jurors 
aforesaid, sworn in the said court of our said Lady the Queen, before the Queen 
her.-self, according to the provisions of a certain Statute passed in a Session of 
Parliament holden in the 5Gth year of the reign of his late Majesty King George 
the Ihird, intituled, ‘‘An Act to regulate Proceedings of Grand Juries in Ireland 
upon Bills of Indictment,” to wit, in the parish of Saint Mark, in the county of the 
city of Dublin aforesaid; and this he is ready to verify; wherefore he prays 
judgment of the said indictment, and that the same may be quashed, and so forth. 

Thomas Rejlly, Attorney for the said defendant. Perrin. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen ugaimt Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard 
Barrett, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, 
Reverend Thomas Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy. 

The Reverend Thomas Tiamey, of Clontibret, in the county of Monaghan, the 
above-named defendant, maketh oath and saith, that the plea hereunto annexed 

is true in. substance and matter of fact. 

Thomas Tierney. 

Sworn before me, in the Queen’s Bench, 
this 14th day (in chamber) of Novem- 
borl843. Clk. Crown. 

1 homas Reilly, Attorney for the said defendant. 

Received J4th November 1843. 

— 
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The Queen against Daniel OUonnell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Thomas Tierney, Peter James Tyrrell, 
John Gray and Richard Barrett. ’ 

And the Right honourable Thomas Berry Cusack Smith, Attorney-general of 
our said Lady the now Queen, who for our said Lady the Queen in this behalf 
prosecutes, as to the said plea of the said Thomas I’lerney by him above pleaded, 
for our said Lady the Queen, saith, that the same, and the matters therein con- 
tained, in manner and form as the same are above pleaded and set forth, are not 
sufficient in law to preclude the court of tlie said Lady the Queen here from pro- 
ceeding upon the said indictment against him the said Thomas Tierney, and that 
our said Lady the Queen is not bound by the law of the land to answer the 
same; and this he, the said Attorney-general who prosecutes as aforesaid is 
ready to verify ; wherefore, for want of a sufficient plea in this behalf, he, *the 
said Attorney-general, prays judgment, and that the said Thomas Tierney may be 
convicted of the premises in the said indictment specified. 

William Kemmis, Crowm Solicitor. 

Received 15th November 1843. 



Plea in Abatement of P. J. Tyrrell, and Attorney-General’s Joinder. 

In the Queen's Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel 0 Connell, John O Connell, Thomas Steele, John Gray, Richard Bar- 
rett, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, Thomas Mathew Ray, Flcvereud Thomas 
iierney and Charles Gavan Duffy, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

Asd now, the said Reverend Peter James Tijrrdl, in Ids own proper person 
comes into the court here of oiir Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, and' 
having heard the said alleged indictment read, and protesting that he is not guilty 
of the premises charged in the said alleged indictment, or of any part thereof 
lor plea in abatement thereto ; nevertheless saith, that he ought not to be compelled 
to answer the said alleged indictment, and that the same ought to be quashed 
because, he saith, that the said alleged indictment heretofore, to vvil, on the 2 d 
rtay ol November in the year of our Lord 1S43. to wit, at the said court of our 
Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, to wit, in the parish of Saint Mark, in 
the county of the city of Dublin, was found a true bill by the jurors aforesaid 
upon the evidence of divers, to wit, four, witnesses tlien and there produced before 
and then and there examined by the jurors aforesaid ; and that the said witnesses 
so then and there produced before and examined by the jurors aforesaid were 
not, nor was any of them, previous to their and his being so examined by the ' 
jurors aforesaid, sworn in the said court of oiir said Lady the Queen, before the 
Wueen herself according- to the provisions of a certain Statute passed in a Session 
ih. -T™* -’T?” >^*1= Majesty -King George 

unnn Rut “c regulate Proceedings of Grand Juries in Ireland 
treitv f n ™ ‘•■a parish of Saint Mark, in the county of 

ms city of Dublin aforesaid ; and this he is ready to verify : wherefore he nrass 
judgment of the said indictment, and that tlie same may be^quashed, and so forth, 

John M'Namara Cantwell, Attorney. Close. 

In the Queen’s Bench. 

The against Daniel O’Conneli, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard 
James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, 
Reverend Thomas Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy. 

-Pefei- James Tyrrell, of Lusk, in the county of Dublin, clerk, 
annexed defendant, niaketh oath and saith, that the plea hereunto 

annexed is true m substance and matter of fact. „ 

Swrifw. IP . , Peter James Tyrrell, 

- 1 me, in the Queen’s Bench, this 
i4th day of November 1843, in chamber. 

TV. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

John M'Namara Cantwell, Attorney, 

Received 14th November 1843. 
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The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Du%, Thomas Tierney, Peter James Trrr(.tl 
John Gray and Richard Barrett. ^ ’ 

And the Right honomable Thomas Berry Cusack Smith, Attorney.general of 
our said Lady the now Queen, who for our said Lady the Queen in this behalf 
prosecutes, as to the said plea of the said Peter James Tyrrell by him above 
pleaded, for our said Lady the Queen, saith, that the same, and the matters therein 
contained, in manner and form as the same are above pleaded and set forth are 
not sufficient in law to preclude the court of the said Lady the Queen here from 
proceediog upon the said indictment against him, the said Peter James Tyrrell 
and that our said Lady the Queen is not bound by the law of the land to answer 
the same ; and this he, the said Attorney-general who prosecutes as aforesaid is 
ready to verify ; wherefore, for want of a sufficient plea in this behalf, he the 
said Attorney-general, prays judgment, and that the said Peter James Tyrrell 
may be convicted of the premises in the said indictment specified. 

William Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 

Received I5th November 1843. 



PiEA in Abatement of J. Gray, and Attorney-general's Joinder. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, John Gray, Richard 
Barrett, Reverend J’eter James Tyrrell, Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend 
Thomas Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy, at the Prosecution of the Queen, 
And now, the said John Gray, in his own proper person, comes into the court 
here of our Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, and having heard the said 
alleged indictment read, and protesting that he is not. guilty of the premises 
charged in the said alleged indictment, or of any part thereof, for plea iu abate- 
ment thereto ; nevertheless saith, that he ought not to be compelled to answer 
the said alleged indictment, and that the same ought to be quashed, because, he 
saith, that the said alleged indictment heretofore, to wit, on the 2d day of 
November in the year of our Lord 1843, to wit, at the said court of our Lady 
the Queen, before the Queen herself, to wit, in the parish of Saint Mark, in the 
county of the city of Dublin, was found a, true bill by the jurors aforesaid, 
upon the evidence of divers, to wit, four, witnesses then and there produced 
before and then and there examined by the jurors aforesaid; and that the 
said witnesses so. then and there produced. before. and . examined by the jurors 
aforesaid were not, nor was any of them, previous to, their and his being so 
jammed by tlie jurors aforesaid, sworn in the said court of our said Lady the 
Queen, before the Queen herself, according to the provisions of a certain' 
Statute passed in a Session of Parliament liolden in the 56th year of the reigo 
of his late Majesty King George the Third, intituled, “An Act to regulate 
Proceedings of Grand Juries in Ireland upon Bills of Indictment,” to wit, in 
the parish of Saint Mark, in the county of the city of Dublin aforesaid; and 
this he IS ready to verify; wherefore he prays judgment of the said indictment, 
and that the same may be quashed, and so forth. t c 

^ ^ J.S. Close, 

John M'Namara Cantwell, Attorney. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard 
Barrett, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, 
Reverend Thomas Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy. 

John Gray of Sion Lodge, in the county of Dublin, esquire, the above-named 
deieudant, maketh oath and saith, that the plea hereunto annexed is true in sub- 
stance and matter of fact. r i 

o 1 . ^ John Gray. 

fcwora before me, in the Queen’s Bench, this 

l4th day of November 1843, in court. 

. Bourne, Clk. Crown. 

John McNamara Cantwell, Attorney. 

Received 14th November 1843. 
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The Queen agaimt Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell Thomas Tk 

prosecutes, as to the said plea of the said John Gra/by him fb Je ntti I f 
oar said Lady the Queen saith, that fte same, and the matters therein contateA 
in manner and form as the same are above pleaded and set forth are net 1 

in law to preclude the court of the said Lady the Queen here from proSri 
upon the said indictment against him, the said John Grav ,nrl t 1 
lW the Queen is not bouSd by the law of the land ^ tl 

this he. the said Attorney-general who prosecutes as aforesaid, isread/to viify 
wherefore, for want of a sufticient plea in this behalf he the said Atl, ’ 
general, iways judgment, and that & said John Gray may’ h conltrf „ Tt£ 
premises 111 the said indictment specified. ’ ’ victeo or tlie 

William Keramis, Crown Solicitor, 

Received loth November 1843. 



Plea in Abatement of H. Bar rdt, and Attorn ey-general’s Joinder. 

In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side 

premises charg:ed in tte said alleged indictment^nr ^ of the 

in abatement thereto ; nevertheless saith that he n 1 thereof, for plea 

andthenandlLnSmined IvS • P ™‘>“*^'1 l>ei°re 

a-;jVer;:"„?E cii,: 

Juticsinlrffandunon mis of T “! P™“'=di«>gs of Grand 

the county of thTcL of Du^^^,i 7 ’ ‘d '"“’j” 7 i in 

wherefore L J.r * Dublin aforesaid; and this he is ready to verifv 

quashed, and s 7 orth”'^^^"* said indictment, and that the same maybe 
John M’Namara Cantwell, Attorney, 

m In the Queen’s Bench. 

Barrett™Bf*’*’“*P®D'®'®7“‘’'’®’’’ ■In*”' O’Connell, Thomas Steele Richard 

uamed defePdanP^maS'S 7 of Dublin, esquire, the above- 

“ substance and matter of to. sailh, that the plea hereunto annexed is true 

to in the Queen’s Behch, this 
uth day of November 1843, in chamber. 

, IE. DoMTvie, Clk. Crown. 

John M'Namafa Cantwell, Atforney, 

Received 14th November 1843’ 
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The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Dufiy, Thomas Tierney, Peter James Tyrrell, 
John Gray and Richard Barrett. 

And the Right honourable Thomas Berry Cusack Smith, Attorney-generalof our 
said Lady the now Queen, who for our said Lady the Queen in this behalf prose- 
cutes, as to the said plea of the said Richard Barrett by him above pleaded, for 
our said Lady the Queen, saith, that the same, and the matters therein contained, 
in manner and form as the same are above pleaded and set forth, are not sufficient 
in law to preclude the court of the said Lady the Queen here Iroin proceeding upon 
the .said indictment against him, the said Richard Barrett, and that our said 
Lady the Queen is not bound, by the law oi the land to answer the same ; and this 
he, the said Attorney-general who prosecutes as aforesaid, is ready to verify ; 
wherefore, for want of a sufficient plea in tliis behalf, he, the said Attorney-genera], 
prays judgment, and that the said Richard Barrett maybe convicted of the pre- 
mises in the said indictment specified. 

2\ B. C. Smith. 

William Kenimis, Crown Solicitor. 

Received 14th November 1843. 



Plea of Daniel CCoandl. 



In the Court of Queen's Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, 
the Reverend Thomas Tierney, Charles Gavan Duffy, Thomas Mathew Ray 
and the Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, at the Prosecution oi the ^ueen, 

And the said Daniel O'Connell, in his own proper person, comes into court here, 
and having heard the said indiciraent read, says that he is not guilty of the premises 
above laid to his charge, or any of them, or any part thereot, and of this he puts 
himself upon the country, and so forth. 

Colman Michael O'Loghkm 

William Ford, Attorney. 

Received 22d November IS43. 



Plea of John O'CoJwdL 



In the Court of Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Richard Barrett, John Gray, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, Charles Gavan Duffy, Revereua 
Thomas Ticriley and Thomas Steele, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And the said %hn CConnell, in his own proper person, comes into court here, 
and having heard the said indictment read, says that he is not guilty of the prC' 
mises above laid to his charge, or of any of them, or any part thereot, and ot this 
he puts himself upon the country, and so forth. 

J. 8, Cwse. 

Peirce Mahony, Attorney. 

Received 22d November 1843. 



Plea of Tlmmu Steek. 



In the Court of Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Richard Barrett, John 

Mathew Ray, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell. Charles Gavan Duffy, Ravere 
Thomas Tierney and Thomas Steele, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And the said Thomas Steele, in his own proper person, comes into court here^ 
and having heard the said indictment read^ says that lie is not guilty oi ^ 
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mises above laid to hi.<? charge, or of any of them, or any part thereof, and of thi,s 
he puts himself upon the country, and ,50 forth. 

J. S. Close. 

Received 22d November 1843. 



Plea of T. M. Ray, 



In the Court of Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, .John O’Comiell, Richard Barrett, John Gray, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Revereud Peter Janies Tyrrell, Charles Gavan Dully, Reverend 
Thomas Tierney and Thomas Steele, at the Prosecution cf the Queen. 

And the said Thotiias Matheio S.cty, in his own proper person, conies into court 
here, and having heard the said indictment read, says that he is not guilty of the 
premises above laid to his charge, or of any of them, or any part thereof, and of 
this he puts himself upon the country, and .<50 forth. 

J. 8. Close. 

John M. Cantwodl, Attorney. 

Received 22d November 1843. 



Plea of Thomas Tierney. 



In the Court of Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, J olin O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, 
the Reverend Thomas Tierney, Charles Gavan Duffy, Thomas Mathew Ray 
and tlie Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And the said Reverend. Thomas Tierney, in his own proper person, comes into 
court here, and having heard the said indictment read, says that he is not guilty 
of the premises above laid to his charge, or any of them, or any part thereof, and 
of this he puts himself upon the country, and so forth. 

John Rerrhi. 

Thomas Reilly, Attorney for the said Defendant, 

Thomas Tierney. 

Received 22d November 1843. 



Plea of a G. Duffy. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Counell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray, the 
Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, the Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray, 
Charles Gavan Duffy and Richard Barrett, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And the said Charles Gavan Dtffy, in his own proper person, comes into court 
here, and having heard the said indictment read, says that he is not guilty of the 
Itemises above laid to his charge, or of any of them, or any part thereof, and of 
this he puts himself upon the country, and so forth. 

Thomas 0'Haga?u 

Peter M‘E. Gartlan, Attorney. 

Received 22d November 1843. 
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Plea of John Gray. 



In the Court of Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, John O’Coniiell, Ridiard Barrett, John Gray, Tbonras 
Mathew Ray, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend 
Thomas Tierney and Thomas Steele, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And the said Gray., in his own proper person, comes into court here and 
having heard the said indictment read, says that he is not guilty of the premises 
above laid to his charge, or of any of them, or any part thereof, and of this he 
puts himself upon the country, and so forth. 

J> S. Close, 

John M. Cantwell, Attorney. 

Received 22d November 1843. 



Plea of P. Tyrrell. 



In the Court of Queen's Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel OConnell, John O’Connell, Richard Barrett, John Gray, Tiiomas 
Mathew Ray, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend 
Thomas Tierney and Thomas Steele, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And the said Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, in his own proper person, comes 
into court here, and having heard the said indictment read, says that he is not 
guilty of the premises above laid to his charge, or of any of them, or any part 
thereof, and of this he puts himself upon the country, and so forth, 

J. S. Close. 

John M. Cantwell, Attorney. 

Received 22d November 1843. 



Plea of Richard Barrett. 



In the Court of Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel Q Connell, John O’Connell, Richard Barrett, John Gray, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Reverend Peter James Tyrrell, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend 
Thomas Tierney and Thomas Steele, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And the said Barrett, in his own proper person, comes into court here, 

and having heard the said indictment read, says that he is not guilty of the 
prpises above laid to his charge, or of any of them, or any part thereof, and of 
this he puts himself upon the country, and eo forth. 

J. S, Close. 

John M, Cantwell, Attorney. 

Received 22d November 1843. 



Plea to the General Issue, Darnel O'Connell. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Gonnell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Thomas 
■Rerney and Charles Gavan Duffy, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And the said Daniel O'Connell saith, that the said plea of him, the said Daniel 
O’Connell, by him in manner and form aforesaid-above . pleaded, and the matters 
therein contained, in manner and form as the same are above pleaded and set fortL 
are sufficient in law to preclude our said Lady the Queen, from prosecuting the 
. . said 
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said indictment against him, the said Daniel O’Connell, and the said Daniel 
O’Connell is ready to verify and prove the same as the court here shall direct and 
award ; wherefore, and because the said Right honourable Thomas Berry Cusack 
Smith, Attorney-general, as aforesaid, for our said Lady the Queen, hath not 
answered the said plea, nor hitherto in any manner denied the same’ the said 
Daniel O’Comiell, as before, prays judgment, and that the said indietramt mav be 
t|uashed, and so forth. ^ 

William Ford, Attorney. Colman Michael 0-Logklen. 

Received from Daniel O’Cannell, Esq. 



PiUA to the General Issue, John O'Connell. 

In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

.Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Thomas 
Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And the said John O'ConnelHflh, that the said plea of him, the said John 
0 Connell, by him in manner and form aforesaid above pleaded, and the matters 
therein contained, m manner and form as the same are above pleaded and set forth 
are sufficient m law to preclude our said Lady the Queen from prosecuting the said 
indictment against him, the said John O’Connell, and the said John O’Connell is 
ready to venl^y and prove the same as the court here aliall direct and award- 
whereiore, and because the said Right honourable Thomas Berry Cusack Smith’ 
Attorney.gcneral, as aforesaid, for our said Lady the Queen, hath hot answered the 
said plea, nor liithmto in any manner denied the .same, the said John O’Connell 
as before, prays judgment, and that the said indictment may be quashed and' sh 



Peirce Mahony, Attorney. 



t/. .S’, Close. 



Plea to the General Issue, Thomas Steele. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Darnel Oyonnell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend 
met James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Thomas 
Gerney and Charles Gavan Duffy, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

sailt, that the .said plea of him, the said Thomas 
twlt ^ =‘*“>’raaid above pleaded, and the matters 

™ “S tie same are above pleaded and set forth, 

said preclude our said Lady the Queen from prosecuting the 

is read f Thomas Steele, and the said Thomas Steele 

Wbcr.f ’''i , ^ P™ve the same as the court here shall direct and award; 
Attoro^’™ if=™se the said Right honourable Thomas Berry Cusack Smith, 
said nl ^ aforesaid, for our said Lady the Queen, hath not answered the 

as bS in any. manner denied the same, the said Thoma.s Steele, 

forth ^ judgment, and that the said indictment may be quashed, and so 



John M'Namara Cantwell, Attorney. 



J. S. Close. 



Plea to the General Issue, T. M. Ray. 

J-. . ^ 1^1 tlie Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

PeL ^ Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend 
Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Thomas 
^ y and Charles Gavan Duffy, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

that the said plea of him, the said 
395 manner and form aforesaid above pleaded, and 

P 4 the 
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the matters therein contained, in manner and form as the same are above pleaded 
and set forth, are sufficient in law to preclude our said Lady the Queen from pro- 
secuting the said indictment against him, the said Thomas Mathew Ray, and the 
said Thomas Mathew Ray is ready to verify and prove the same as the court 
here shall direct and award ; wherefore, and. because the said Right Iiouourahle 
Thomas Berry Cusack Smith, Attorney-general, as aforesaid, for our said Lady the 
Queen, hath not answered the said plea, nor hitherto in any manner denied the* 
same, the said Thomas Mathew Ray, as before, prays judgment, and that the 
said indictment may be quashed, and so forth. 

J. S. Close, 

John M‘Namara Cantwell, Attorney. 



Plea to tlie General Issue, C. G. Duffy- 



In the Quei5n’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, John O'Counell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Thomas 
Tierney? and Charles Gavaii Duffy, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And the said Charles Gavan Diffy .saith, that the said plea of him, the said 
Charles Gavan Duffy, by him in manner and form aforesaid above pleaded, and the 
matters therein contained, in manner and form as the same are above pi ended and set 
forth, are sufficient in law to preclude our said Lady the Queen from prosecuting the 
said indictment against him, the said Charles Gavan Dufiy, and the said Charles 
Gavan Duffy is ready to verify and prove the same as the court here sliall direct 
and award; wherefore, and because the said Right honourable ThomasBerry Cusack 
Smith, Attorney-general, as aforesaid, for our .said Lady theQueen, hath not answered 
the said plea, nor hitherto in any manner denied the same, tlie said Charles Gavan 
Duffy, as before, prays judgment, and that the said indictment maybe quashed, 
and so forth. 

Thomas O' Hagan. 

Peter M‘Evoy Gartlan, Attorney. 



Plea to the General Issue, Thomas Ixerney. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Kay, Reverend Tliomas 
Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And the said Thomas Tierney saith, that the said plea of him, the said Thomas 
Tierney, by him in manner and form aforesaid above pleaded, and the matters 
therein contained, in manner and form as the same are above pleaded and set 
forth, arc sufficient in law to preclude our said Lady the Queen from prosecuting 
the said indictment against him, the said Thomas Tierney, and the said Thomas 
Tierney is ready to verify and prove the same as the court here shall direct and 
aw’ard; wherefore, and because the said Right honourable Thomas Berry Cusack 
Smith, Attorney-general, as aforesaid, for our said Lady the Queeu, hath not 
answered tlie said plea, nor hitherto in any manner denied the same, the said 
Thomas Tierney, as before, prays judgment, and that the said indictment may he 
quashed, and so forth. 

John Perrin. 

Thomas Reilly, Attorney for Deiandaiit, 

Thomas Tierney. 



Plea 
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Plea to the General Issue, Petir James Tyrrell. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O'Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend 
Peter Janies Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Thomas 
Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And the said Peter James Tyrrell saith, that the said plea of him, the said 
Peter James Tyrrell, by him in manner and form aforesaid above pleaded, and 
the matters therein contained, in manner and form as the same are above 
pleaded and set forth, are sufficient in law to preclude our said Lady the 
Queen from prosecuting the said indictment against him, the said Peter James 
Tyrrell, and the said Peter James Tyrrell is ready to verify and prove the same 
as the court here shall direct and award ; wherefore, and because the said Right 
honourable Thomas Berry Cusack Smith, Attorney-general, as aforesaid, for our said 
Lady the Queen, hath not answered the said plea, nor liitherto in any manner 
denied the same, the said Peter James Tyrrell, as before, prays judgment, and that 
the said indictment may be quashed, and so forth. 

J. S. Close. 

John M‘Namara Cantw'eil, Attorney. 



Plea to the General Issue, John Gray. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Thomas 
Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy, at the Prosecution of the Queen. 

And the said John Gray saith, that the said pica of him, the said John Gray, 
by him in manner and form aforesaid above pleaded, and the matters therein con- 
tained, in manner and form as the same are above pleaded and set forth, are suffi- 
cient in law to preclude our said Lady the Queen from prosecuting the said 
indictment against him, the said John Gray, and the said John Gray is ready to 
verify and prove the same as the court here shall direct and aw-ard ; wherefore, and 
because the said Right honourable Thomas Berry Cusack Smith, Attorney-general, 
as aforesaid, for our said Lady the Queen, hath not answered the said plea, nor 
hitherto in any manner denied the same, the said John Gray, as before, prays 
judgment, and that the said indictment may be quashed, and so forth. 

J. S. Close. 

John M‘Namara Cantwell, Attorney. 



Plea to the General Issue, Richard Barrett. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Richard Barrett, Reverend 
Peter James Tyrrell, John Gray, Thomas Mathew Ray, Reverend Thomas 
Tierney and Charles Gavan Duffy, at the Pro.secution of the Queen. 

And the said Richard Barrett saith, that the said plea of him, the said Richard 
Barrett, by him in manner and form aforesaid above pleaded, and the matters 
therein contained, in manner and form as the same are above pleaded and set forth. 
Are sufficient in law to preclude our said Lady the Queen from prosecuting the 
^rd indictment against him, the said Richard Barrett, and the said Richard Barrett 
IS ready to verify and prove the same as the court here shall direct and award ; 
wherefore, and because the said Right honourable Thomas Berry Cusack Smith, 
ttorney-general, as aforesaid, for our said Lady the Queen, bath not answered the 
^id plea, nor hitherto in any manner denied the same, the said Richard 
ajrett, as before, prays judgment, and that the said indictment may be quashed, 
And so forth. 



John M‘Namara Cantwell, Attorney. 



355 . 



Q 



J, S. Close. 



Challenge 
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Challenge to tlie Array of Dnnicl O'Connell. 



In tlie Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, Jolm O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray, 
and Richard Barrett. 

And now, on this day, to wit, on the Iflth day of January in the year of our 
Lord 1 844, comes the said Daniel O'Conndly in his proper person, and the jurors 
impannelled, and so forth, also come; and thereupon the said Daniel O’Cormell 
challenges the array of the said panel, because, he says, that at the special sessions 
heretofore holden in and for the county of the city of Dublin, to wit, on the 14th 
day of November last past, to wit, at Dublin, in the county of the city of Dublin, 
hefore the Rig^it honourable Frederick Shaw, Recorder of said city of Dublin, 
for the purpose of examining the list of jurors for the said county of the city of 
Dublin for the now current year, to wit, for the year 1844, pursuant to the 
statuteable enactments in such case made and provided, the clerks of the peace 
in and for the cout.ty of the city of Dublin duly laid before the said Recorder 
divers, to wit, 20, lists theretofore duly furnished to the said clerks of the peace by 
the several collectors of grand jury cess within the said city, in that behalf duly 
authorized to make such lists, containing or purporting to contain a true list of 
every man residing within their respective districts of collection who were 
qualified and liable to serve on juries, pursuant to the Statute in such case made 
and provided, with the Christian and surname of each written at full length, ami 
with the true place of abode, the title, C[uality, calling or bu.siness, and the nature 
of the qualification of every such man, in their proper columns, pursuant to 
the statuteable enactments in such case made and provided ; and the said 
Daniel O’Connell further says, that the said several lists respectively were by the 
said Recorder, at the said special sessions, duly corrected, allowed and .signed 
by the said Recorder, pursuant to the statuteable enactments in said case made 
and provided ; ami that the several persons whose names are hereinafter men- 
tioned were then and there adjudged by the said Recorder to have the qualifica- 
tion hereinafter named ; and that the names of the said several persons were then 
and there, contained in the said several lists so corrected, allow’ed and signed as 
aforesaid ; but the said Daniel O’Connell says, that the said Recorder did not, as 
by the said statuteable enactments is directed, cause to be made out from said 
.several last-mentioned lists one general list, containing the names of all persons 
whose qualification had been so allowed, arranged according to rank and 
property ; nor did the said Recorder thereupon, or at all, deliver such general list, 
containing such names, to the clerks of the peace, to be fairly copied by said clerk 
of the peace in the same order as by the said statuteable enactments is directed, 
but on the contrary thereof omitted so to do; and the said Daniel O’Connell 
further says, that a certain paper writing, purporting* to be a general list, purport- 
ing to be made out from such several lists so corrected, allowed and signed as 
aforesaid, was illegally and fraudulently made out by some person or persons 
unknown; and the said Daniel O’Connell say.s, that said paper writing, purporting 
to be such general list as aforesaid, did not contain the names of all the persons 
whose qualifications had been allowed upon the correcting, allowing and signing 
of said lists as aforesaid by the said Recorder, but omitted the names of divers, 
to wit, 59j persons whose qualifications to he on said lists respectively had been 
so allowed as aforesaid by the said Recorder, which said several persons whose 
names were so omitted are as follows ; that is to say,— -Thomas Ashley, 13, City- 
quay ; Hill H. Barrett, 12, Bachelor’s- walk ; Richard William Barrington, 25, 
Eusiace-street; John Bany, South Frederick-street; George Clayton Cowell, 
34, Capel-street ; Michael C. Garrick, 29, Wellington-quay ; Nicholas Jamw 
Caffrey, 3, tJsher’s-quay ; Christopher Cowlan, 40, William-street; Patrick 
Curtis, 9, Fitzwilliam-square South; Hugh Duffy, 29, Bridge-street; James 
P«ggao, 2, Ushcr’s-quay ; John Doonegan, 21, Essex-quay; James DilloiL 
9,St<mey'batter; James Egan, 18 and T9, High-street; Thomas Egan, IS and 
19, High-street; Charles Egan, 18 and 19, High-atreet ; John Elliott, 96, Thomas- 
strfeet; Michael Farrell, 8, Fleet-street; George Faulkner, 23, Gook-street; Chris- 
topher Gillespie, 97, Lower Gardiner-street ; Robert Gatchell, 87, Pill-Hnc, 
Edward Gatchell, 8 and 9, Montrath-street; Edward Galavan, 4, Usher’s-quay> 
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Jolm Gaynor, 4, Lower Gardiner-street ; Jolin Hill, juaior, 18, North Anne ■itreet ■ 
Nathaniel Halbert 29, Com-market; George Hurst, Cardift"s-lane, Kogenson’s’ 
quay; William Johnston, 102, Abbey-street; James King, George’s-stroet; Thomas 
Hugh Louth, 64, James s-street; Robert Melvin, William-street ; Charles Meara 
3, Badielor's-walk ; Francis M’Comas, 38, Westmoreland-street; Bernard Martin’ 
10 and 11, Bridge-street; Nicholas Martin, 10 and 11, Bridge-sb-eet ■ Robert 
Molloy Mernomsquare West ; Thomas Murray, 10, Usher’s-quay ; Francis 
Nugent Mills 42, Wellmgton-quay ; Bryan Molloy, 12, Belvidere-placc ; John 
Molloy, Rutland-square; AVilham Torrens M'Cullaah, 8, Gloucester street • 
James Perry 27 and 28, PiU-lane; James Pike, 12, Fownes’s-street ; Richard 
Peter, 109, Grafton-street ; Henry Perrin, 1, Harcourt-terrace ; Thomas Tor 
rena Rowley, 69, Abbey-street; Joseph Robinson, 85, Lower Mount-street- 
James Reilly 24, Usher s-quay; Maurice Robinson, 14, Westmoreland-strcet • 
John Reilly, 43, Clarendon-street ; Jolm Richardson, 16, Cliatham-street ■ Wil- 
liam Saurin, 33, Stephen's-green ; John Vickers, 30, Corn-market; Thomas 
White, 3, High-street; James White, 18, Upper Sackville-stroet • Wil 
ham Wolfenden, 26, Sackville-street ; Thomas Whitefield, 14 Mer’cliants’- 
qnay; John H, Walsh, 27, Summer-hill; Sylvester Young, 40 ’Bridge-street 
Lower ; and the said Daniel Q-Connoll further says, that the said several persons 
whose names were so omitted from the said fraudulent paper writing, purporting 
to be the general list as aforesaid, were at the time of the return of the said 
collectors hsts, and at the time of the said special sessions, and still are, severally 
resident within the county of the city of Dublin, and were at the said several 
times, and now are, duly qualified to be, and should and ought to have been 
placed upon the said general list; and the said Daniel O’Connell further says! 
that from the said fraudulent paper writing, purporting to be such general list 
as aforesaid, a certain book, purporting to be the jurors’ book of the said county 
01 the city ot Dublin for the current calendar year, to wit, for the year 1844 
was made up and framed ; and th-at from the said book, so purporting to be the 
jurors book of the said county of the city for the said current year, was made up 
the special jurors list for the said current year, to wit, for the year 1844 ; and the 
*^^-44 0 Connell saith, that the said several persons whose names were so 

omitted trom the said fraudulent paper writing, purporting to be such general list, 
were also omitted from the said book, purporting to be the said jurors’ book, and 
trom said list, purporting to be the said special jurors’ list; and the said Daniel 
Oonncil mrther saith, that the said several persons so omitted as aforesaid had 
heen duly adjudged and allowed by the said Recorder, at said special sessions, 

0 be the persons having the qualification qualifying and entitling them and each 

01 them respectively to he upon the jurors’ book, and also to be upon the special 

current year, to wit, the year 1844; and the said Daniel 
^ Oonnell further saitli, that the panel aforesaid made and returned to try the 
issue m this cause between the Crown and the said Daniel O’Connell is arrayed 
an constructed from the said list, purporting to he the said special jurors’ list 
or the year 1844, so made out as aforesaid, to the manifest wrong and injury of 
tWth O’Connell; and the said Daniel O’Connell further says, 

esaid fraudulent omission of the said several persons’ names from the said 
purporting to be the said general list as aforesaid, was without the 
Oy” ^ consent, privity, contrivance, suggestion or sanction of the said Daniel 
onnelj, or of any person or persons acting for him or with liim or with his pri- 
whatsoever by his authority or on his behalf or with his privity, 
®3.id panel was so arrayed as aforesaid from the said paper writing, 

^ such special jurors’ list as aforesaid, without the consent and 

the protest and will of the said Daniel O’Connell ; and that the clerk of 
forth city of Dublin, and the Crown solicitor acting 

^rown in this prosecution, had due notice of the premises before the said 
so arrayed, and this the said Daniel O’Connell is ready to verify'; 
mv judgment, and that the said panel may be set aside and 

quashed, and so forth. J 

Gci'ald Fitzgibbon. 

Tir{ii' Ti , Colman M. O'Loshlen. ‘ 

William Ford, Agent for the said Daniel O’Connell. 



Received 13th January 1844. 



395. 



Attorney-gencrars 
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Attorney-general’s Demurrer, and Joinder in Demurrer, to the 
Challenge to the Array. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Conneil, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 

And the said Attorney-general, of and for our said Lady the Queen, saith, that 
the said challenge, and the matters therein contained, in manner and form as the 
same are above therein pleaded and set forth, are not sufficient in law for the said 
Daniel O^Connell to have the said panel set aside or quashed as aforesaid, \nd 
this the said Attorney-general is ready to verify ; wherefore, for our said Lady the 
Queen, he prayeth judgment, and that the said panel, so arrayed as aforesaid, 
may stand arrayed, and the said jurors in due manner be sworn to try the issue 
aforesaid. T. B. C. Smith. 

William Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 

And the aforesaid Daniel O'Connell saith, the said challenge, and the matters 
therein contained, in manner and form as the above are therein pleaded and set 
forth, are sufficient in law for the said Daniel O’Connell to have the said panel 
set aside and quashed ; wherefore, as before, the said Daniel O’Connell prayeth 
judgment as aforesaid. 

Colman O'Loghkn. 

William Ford, 

Agent for Daniel O’Connell. 

And the said Attorney-general doth the like. 



Challenge to the Array of John O' Connell. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, 
Thomas Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, 
John Gray and Richard Barrett. 

And now, on this day, to wit, on the 15th day of January in the year of our 
Lord 1844, comes the said John O'Connelly in his proper person, and the jurors 
irapannelled, and so forth, also come ; and thereupon the said John O'Connell chal- 
lenges the array of the said panel, because, he says, that at the special sessions 
heretofore holden in and for the county of the city of Dublin, to wit, on the 14th 
day of November last past, to wit, at Dublin, in the couuty of the city of Dublin 
aforesaid, before the Right honourable Frederick Shaw, Recorder of said city of 
Dublin, for the purpose of examining the list of jurors for the county of the city 
of Dublin for the now current year, to wit, the year 1844, pursuant to the statute- 
able enactments in such case made and provided, the clerk of the peace in and 
for the county of the city of Dublin duly laid before the said Recorder divers, to 
wit, 20, lists theretofore duly furnished to the said clerk ofthe peace by the several 
collectors of grand jury cess within the said city, in that behalf duly authorized to 
make such lists, containing or purporting to contain a true list of every roan 
residing within their respective districts of collection who were qualified and 
liable to serve on juries, pursuant to the Statute in such case made and provided, 
with the Christian name and surname of each written at full length, and with the 
true places of abode, the title, quality, calling or business, and the nature of the 
qualification of every such man, in their proper columns, pursuant to the statute- 
able enactments in such case made and provided ; and the said John O’Connell 
further says, that the several lists respectively were by the said Recorder, at the 
said special sessions, duly corrected and allowed, and signed by the said Recorder, 
pursuant to the statuteable enactments in such case made and provided ; and that 
the several persons whose names are hereinafter mentioned ^re then and there 

adjudged 
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adjudged by tlie said Recorder to have the qualification hereinafter named ; and 
that the names of the said several persons were then and there contained in the 
said several lists so corrected, allowed and signed as aforesaid ; but the said John 
O'Connell says, that the said Recorder did not, as by said statuteable enactments 
is directed, cause to be made out from said several last-mentioned lists one general 
list, containing the names of all persons whose qualification had been so allowed, 
arranged according to rank and property; nor did the said Recorder thereupon, 
or at all, deliver such general list, containing such names, to the clerk of the peace, 
to be fairly copied by such clerk of the peace, in the said order as by the said 
statuteable enactments is directed, but on the contrary thereof neglected so to do ; 
and the said John O'Connell further says, that a certain paper writing, purporting 
lo be a general list, purporting to be made out from such general lists so corrected, 
allowed and signed as aforesaid, was illegally and fraudulently made out, and for 
the purpose and with the intent of prejudicing the said John O’Connell in this 
cause, by some person or persons unknown ; and the said John O’Comiell says, 
that the vsaid list, purporting to be such general list as aforesaid, did not contain 
the names of all the persons whose qualification had been allowed upon the cor- 
recting, allouing and signing of said lists as aforesaid by said Recorder, but 
omitted the names of divers, to wit, 60, persons, whose qualification respectively to 
be on said list had been allowed as aforesaid by the said Recorder, wliich sain several 
persons whose names were so omitted were as follows ; that is to say,— 1. Thomas 
Ashley, 13, City-quay; 2. Hill H. Barrett, 12, Bachelor’s-walk ; 3. Richard Wil- 
liam Barrington, 26, Eustace-street ; 4. John Barry, 11, South Frederick-street ; 
5. George Clayton Powell, 34, Capel-street ; 6. Michael C. Carrick, 29, Weliing- 
ton-quay ; 7. Nicholas James Caffrey, 3, Usher’s-quay ; 8. Christopher Carolin, 
40, william-street; 9. Patrick Curtis, 9, FitZHilliam-square South; 10. Hugh Duffy, 
29, Bridge-street ; 11. James Duggan, 2, Usher’s-quay ; 12. John Doonegan, 21, 
Essex-qiiay; 13. James Dillon, 9, Stoney-batter; 14. James Egan, ISand 19,lJigh- 
street; 16. Thomas Egan, 18 and 19, High-street; 16. Charles Egan, 18 and 19, 
High-street; 17. John Elliott, 96, Thomas-street ; 18. Michael Farrell, 18, Fleet- 
street; 19. George Faulkner, 23, Cook-street; 20. Christopher Gillespie, 97, Lower 
Gardiner-street ; 21. Robert Gatchell, 87, Pill-lane; 22. Edward Gatchell, 8 and 
9, Montrath-street ; 23. Edward Galavan, 4, Usher’s-quay ; 24. John Gaynor, 4, 
Lower Gardiner-street; 25. John Hill, junior, 18, North Arine-street ; 26. 
Nathaniel Halbert, 29, Corn-market ; 27. George Hurst, Cardiff ’s-lane, Roger- 
son’s-quay; 28. William Johnston, 102, Abbey-street; 29. James King, George’s- 
street; 30. Thomas Hugh Louth, 64, James’-street ; 31. Robert Melville, 
Wilbam-street ; 32. Charles Meara, 3, Bachelor’s-walk; 33. Francis M'Comas, 
38, Westmoreland-strect ; 34. Bernard Martin, 10 and 11, Bridge-street ; 35. 
Nicholas Martin, 10 and 11, Bridge-street; 36. Robert Molloy, 18, Merrion- 
square West; 37. Thomas Murray, 10, Usber’s-quay ; 38, Francis Nugent Mills, 
42, Wellington-quay ; 39. Bryan Molloy, 12, Belvidere-place ; 40. John Molloy, 
Rutland-square ; 41. William Torrens M‘Cullagb, 8, Gloucester-street ; A2. 
James Perry, 27 and 28, Pill-lane; 43. James Pike, 12, Fownes’s-street ; 44. 
Richard Peter, 109, Grafton-street ; 45. Henry Perrin, 1, Harcourt-terrace ; 46. 
Stephen Pigeon, Camden-street; 47. Thomas Torrens Rowley, 69, Abbey-street; 
48. Joseph Robinson, 85, Lower Mount-.street ; 49. James Reilly, 24, Usher’s- 
quay; 50. Maurice Robinson, 24, Westmoreland-street ; 61. John Reilly, 43, 
Clarendon-street; 52. John Richardson, 16, Exchequer-street; 53. William 
Saurin, 33, StephenVgreen ; 54. John Vickers, 30, Corn-market; 65. Thomas 
White, 43, High-street; 66. James White, 18, Upper Sackville-street ; 57. 
W illiam W^olfenden, 26, Sackville-street; 68. 'I’homas Whitfield, 14, Merchants’- 
quay; 59. John H. Walsh, 27, Summer-hill; 60. Sylvester Young, 40, Bridge- 
street, Lower ; and the said John O’Connell further says, that the said several 
persons whose names were so omitted from the said fraudulent paper writing, 
purporting to be the general list as aforesaid, were at the time of the return of the 
said collectors’ lists, and at the time of the said special sessions, and still are, 
severally resident within the county of the said city of Dublin, and were duly 
qualified at said several times, and now are, to be, and should and ought to have 
been, placed upon the said general list ; and the said John 0 Connell further says, 
that from the said fraudulent paper writing, purporting to be such general list as 
aforesaid, a certain book, purporting to be the jurors’ book of the said -county of 
the city of Dublin for the current calendar year, to wit, for tlie year 1844, 
was made up and -framed; and that from the said book, so purporting to be the 
■ 395. Q3 
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jurors’ book of the said county of the city for tbe said current year, was made ud 
the special jurors’ list for tbe said current year, to wit, for the year 1 844 ; and the 
said John O’Comiell saith, that the said several persons whose names were 
so omitted from the said fraudulent paper writing, purporting to be such general 
list, were also omitted from tlie said book, purporting to be the said jurors’ book 
andfrom said list, purporting to be said special jurors’ list ; and the said John 
U Connell further saitb, that tbe said several persons so omitted as aforesaid had 
been duly adjudged and allowed by the said Recorder, at said special sessions to 
be persons having the proper qualification, qualifying and entitling each of them 
respectively to be upon the jurors’ book, and also to be upon the special jurors’ 
list tor the current year, to wit, the year 1844 ; and the said John O’Coiineil 
liirther saith, that the panel aforesaid made and returned to try the issue in this 
cause between the Crown and the said John O’Connell is arrayed and constructed 
irom the said list, purporting to be the said special jurors’ list for the year 1844 
so made as aforesaid, to the damage and wrong of the said John O’Couiicll i and’ 
the said John O’Connell further saith, that the said fraudulent omission of the said 
several persons’ names from the said paper writing, purporting to be such general 
list as aforesaid, was without the knowledge, consent, privity, contrivance sunves- 
tion or sanction of the said John O’Connell, or of any person or persons actino- for 
tiun or with bun or with his privity, or in any way whatsoever by his authoritv 
or m his behalf or with his privity ; and tliat the said panel was so arraved as 
aloresaid irom the said paper writing, purporting to be such special jurors’" list as 
aioresaid without the consent and against the protest and will of the said John 
U Connell ; and that the clerk of the Crown for the county of the city of Dublin 
ana the Crown solicitor acting for the Crown in this prosecution, had due notice of 
the premises before the said panel was so arrayed, and this the said John 
U Connell is ready to verify ; wherefore he prays judgment, and that the said 

panel may be set aside and quashed, and so forth 

Peirce Mahony, Attorney, 

Received 15th January 1844, in court. 

W.B. 



Attorney-general’s Demurrer, and Joinder in Demurrer, to the 
Challenge to the Array. 

In the Queen’s Bench. 

^ MaaeTfrff O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 

fnd RfrhKrrtt Thomas Tierney, John Gray 

i" manner and form as 

safd ™hn O’ctnein'r P'f fortt. are not si,ffii!5ent in law for the 

AMhe said aZ ® aforesaid, and 

One* ; '''‘a^afore, for our said Lady the 

stand arraved ^ ndil panel, so arrayed as aforesaid, may 

Sesidr&c ’ jurors in due manner be sim to try the issue 

T. B. C. Smith. 

William Ivemiriisj Crown Solicitor. 

therein ^ aailh, that the said challenge, and the matters 

fortf are s!iZ^%”"TZ “Z"™? t" the above are therein pleaded and set 
S de ™d „f 1 d“ T J ® O’Connell to have the said panel set 

j'lteafasTSS. O^Conne/preyeth 

Alexander M Carthy. 

Mahony, Attorney, 

And the said Attorney-general doth the like. 



Chalienoe 
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Cj-iALLENGii to the Array of Thomas Steele. 

In the Queen’s Bench. 

O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Daily, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett, ^ ^ 

And now, on this day to wit, on the 15th day of January in the year of onr 
Lord 844, comes thesa.d Thoma, Stede, m his proper person, andthejurors im- 

pannelled, and so forth, also come ; and thereupon the said Thomas Steele challenires 

the array of the said panel, because, he says, that at the special sessions heretofore 
holden m and for the county of the city of Dublin, to wit, on the 14th day of 
November art past, to wit at Dublin, in the county of the city of Dublin aforesaid 
before the Right honourable Iredenck Shaw, Recorder of said city of Dublin for 
the purpose of examining tlie list of jurors for the said county of the city of Dublin 
for the now current year, to wit, the year 1844, pursuant to the statuteable enact- 
ments m such case made and provided, the clerk of the peace in and for the county 
of the said city of Dublin duly laid before the said Recorder divers, to wit, 20 
lists theretofore duly furnished to the said clerk of the peace by the severs 
collectors of grand jury cess within the city, in that behalf duly authorized to make 
such lists, containing or purporting to contain a true list of every maiiresiding within 
their respective districts of collection who were qualified and liable to serve on 
juries, pursuant to the Statute m such case made and provided, with the Christian 
and surname of each written at full length, and with the true place of abode, the 
title, quality, calling or business, and the nature of the qualification of every such 
man, in their proper columns, pursuant to the statuteable enactments in such case 
made and provided ; and the said Thomas Steele further says, that the several 
lists respeaively were by the said Recorder, at the said special sessions, duly 
corrected, allowed and signed by the said Recorder, pursuantto the statuteable enact- 
ments m such case made and provided ; and that the several persons whose names 
are hereinafter mentioned were then and there adjudged by the said Recorder to 
nave the qualification hereinafter named, and that the names of the several persons 
were then and there contained in the said several lists so corrected, allowed and 
signed as aforesaid ; but the said Tiiomas Steele says, that the said Recorder did 
not, as by said statuteable indictments is directed, cause to be made out from said 
several last-mentioned lists one general list, containing the names of all persons 
Wliose qiialification had been so allowed, arrangedaccording to rank and property 
nor did the said Recorder thereupon, or at all, dcHversuch general list, containing 
sach names, to the clerk of the peace, to be fairly copied by said clerk of the peace 
m me same order as by the said statuteable enactments 'is directed, but oii the 
contrary thereof omitted so to do ; and the said Thomas Steele further says that 
purporting to be a general list, purporting to be made out 
irom such several lists so corrected, allowed and signed as aforesaid, was illegallv 
and fraudulently made out, and for the purpose and with the intent of prejudicing 
uic said Jhomas Steele in this cause, by some person or persons unknown ; and 
me said I homas Steele says, that the said list, purporting to be such general list 
uontam the names of all the persons whose qualification had 
een allowed upon the correcting, allowing and signing of said lists as aforesaid 
uy me said Recorder, but omitted the names of divers, to wit. 60, persons whose 
qi alihcation respectively to be on said list had been so allowed as aforesaid by 
foil wnjch said several persons whose names were so omitted are as 

ouows ; that IS to say, 1. Thomas Ashley, 13. City-quay ; 2. Hill H. Barrett, 12, 
Birr ^ ^^uhard William Barrington, 25, Eustace-street; 4. John 

B X’ I'-,®™* Frederick-street; 5. George Clayton Cowell, 34, Capel-street ; 
if.l, ‘2^'“ Garrick, 29, Wellington-quay; 7. Nicholas James Caffrey, 3 
n Christopher Carolin, 40, William-street; 9. Patrick Curtis’ 

u. hitzwilham-square ; 10. Hugh Duffy, 29, Bridge-street; II. James Duggan 
StnnV u f John Doonegan, 21, Essex-quay; 13. James Dillon, 9, 
and in" u-A’ High-street; 15. Thomas Egan, 18 

dfi Ti 16- Charles Egan, 18 and 19, High-street : 17. John Elliott 

, 1 hoinas-street ; 18. Michael Farrell, 8, Fleet-street ; 1 9. George Faulkner 
Gateh2V’*H2p rt°; Christophm- Gillespie, 97, Lower Gardiner-street ; 21 , Robert 
\ 87, PilUianej 22. Edward Gatcliell, 8 and 9, Montrath-street ; 23 
« 4 Edward 
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Edward Galavan, 4, Usher’s-quay ; 24, John Gayiiol, 4, Lov^er Cardiner-sireet 
25. John Hill, janior, 18, North Aune-street ; 26. Nathaniel Halbert, 29, Corn-' 
marlcet. ; 27. George Hurst, Cardiff’s-lane, Rogerson’s-quay ; 28. WilHarn John 
ston, 102, Abbey-street; 29. James King, George’s-street; 30. J’homas Hugh 
Louth, 64, James’s-street ; 31. Robert Mdville, U'illiam-street ; 32. Charles 
Meara, 3 , BachelorVwalk ; 33 . Francis M'Comas, 38, Westmoreland-street • 34 
Bernard Martin, 10 and 11, Bridge-street; 35. Nicholas Martin, 10 and ll' 
Bridge-street; .30. Robert Molloy, 18, Merrioii-square West ; 37. Thomas Mur- 
ray, io, Usher’s-quay; 38. Francis Nugent Mills, 42, Wcllington-quay ; 39 
Brpn Molloy, 12, Belvidere-place ; 40. John Molloy, Rulland-square 4 l' 
William Torrens AFCullagh, 8 , Gloucester-street ; 42. .Tames Perry, 27 and 28* 
Pill-lane; 43. James Pike, 12, Fownes’s-street ; 44. Richard Peter, IO 9 ' 

Grafton-street ; 45. Henry Perrin, 1 , Ilarcourt-terrace ; 46. Stephen Pio-eon 
Caraden-street ; 47. Thomas Torrens Rowley, 69, Abbey-street ; 48. jJeph 
Robinson, 85, Lmver Mount-street ; 49. James Reilly, 24, Usher’.s-quay ; 50. 
Maurice Robinson, 24, We.stmoreland-street ; 51. John Reilly, 43, Clarendon- 
street; 52. John Richardson, 16, Exchequer-street; 53. William Saurin, 33 
Stephen’s-green ; 54. John Vickers, 30, Corn-market; 55. Thomas White 
43, High-street; 56. James White, 18, Upper Sackville-street ; 57. William 
■WoFenden, 26, Sackville-street; 58. Thomas Whitfield, 14, Merchants’-quay ; 
59. John H. Walsh, 27, Summer-hill; 60. Sylvester Young, 40, Bridge street 
Lower ; and the said Thomas Steele further says, that the said several persons 
•whose names were so omitted from the said fraudulent paper writing, purportin^r 
to be the general list as aforesaid, were at the time of the return of said collectors’ 
lists, and at the time of the said special sessions, and still are, severally resident 
within the county of the city of Dublin, and were duly qualified at said several 
tunes, and now are, to be, and should and ought to have been, placed upon the 
said general list ; and the said Thomas Steele further says, that from the said 
fraudulent paper writing, purporting to be such general list as aforesaid, a certain 
book, purporting to be the jurors’ book of the said county of the city of Dublin 
for the current ealeridar year, to wit, for the year 1844, was made up and framed, 
and that from the said book, so purporting to be the jurors’ book of the said county 
of the city for the said current year, was made up the special jurors’ list for said 
currentyear, to wit, for the year 1844 ; and the said Thomas Steele saith, that 
the said .several persons whose names were so omitted from the said fraudulent paper 
writing, purporting to be such general list, were also omitted from the said book, 
purpoUing to be the said jurors book, and from said list, purporting to be the said 
special jurors list; and the said Thomas Steele further saith, that the said several 
persons so omitted as aforesaid had been duly adjudged and allowed by the said 
Recorder, at said special sessions, to be persons having the qualirication qualifying' 
and entitling each of them respectively to be upon the jurors’ book, and also to be 
jurors’ list for the current year, to wit, the year 1844; and the 
said ihomas Steele further saith, that the panel aforesaid made and returned to 
try the issue m this cause between the said Crown and the said Thomas Steele is 
arrayed and constructed from the said list, purporting to be the said special jurors' 
list lor tlm year 1844, to the damage and wrong of the said Thomas Steele ; and 
the said Thomas Steele further saith, that the said fraudulent omission of the said 
several persons names from the said paper writing, purporting to be such general 
list as afore-said, was without the knowledge, consent, privity, contrivance, 
sugges ion or sanction of the said Thomas Steele, or of any person or persons acting 
for him or with him or with his privity, or in any way whatsoever by his authority 
or on his behalf or with his privity ; and that the said panel was so arrayed as 
aforesaid from the said paper writing, purporting to be such special jurors’ list 
as aforesaid, without the consent and against the protest and will of the said 
ihomas Steele ; and that the clerk of the Crown for the county of the city of 
Dublin, and the Crown solicitor acting for the Crown in this prosecution, had 
due notice ot the prernises before the said panel was so arrayed ; and this the said 
inoma.s bteele is ready to verify ; wherefore he prays judgment, and that the said 
panel may be set aside and quashed, and so forthf 

rj n, , Alexander M'-Carthy. 

Henry Magrath, Attorney. 

Received 15th January 1844. 

Attorney-general’s 
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Attorney-general’s Demurrer, and Joinder in Demurrer, to the 
Challenge to the Array. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen «^«:Hsi DatiieJ O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew R^, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 

And the said Attorney-general, of and for our said Lady the Queen, saitli, tiiat 
the said challenge, and the matters therein contained, in manner and form as the 
same are above therein pleaded and set forth, are not sufficient in law for the said 
Ihonias Steele to have the said panel set aside or quashed as aforesaid, and this 
the, said Attorney-general is ready to verify ; wherefore, for our said Lady the 
Queen, he prayeth judgment, and that the said panel, so arrayed as aforesaid, 
may stand arrayed, and that the said jurors in due manner be sworn to try the 
issue aforesaid, &c. 



William Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 



T. B. C. Smith. 



And the aforesaid Thomas Sieclc saith, the said challenge, and the matters 
therein contained, in manlier and form as the above are therein pleaded and set 
forth, are sufficient in law for the said Thomas Steele to have the said panel set 
aside and quashed ; wherefore, as before, the said Thomas Steele prayeth iudement 
as aforesaid. r j j s 



ALGrath, Attorney. 

And the said Attorney-general doth the like. 



Edward Clements. 



Challenge to the Array of Thomas M. Ray. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel (TConuoll, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thotnas 
Mathew Ray Charles Gayan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John 
Gray and Richard Barrett. ’ 

hofjTs^r’ ™ ‘’“=,'’=‘3'’ .‘P ™ ‘he 15th day of January in the year of our 

iarorsimll’n ‘he said TAmMi A/uMot ifaj, m his proper person, and the 
ilrthe R 1*';?’ *^“‘’‘h. also come; and thereupon the said Thomas 

T ‘ i he says, that the special 

f M of ‘he city of Dublin, to wit, on 

of • “ r ef November last past, to wit, at Dublin, in the county of the city 
thesairl honourable Frederick Shaw, Recorder of 

.aid of eity of Dublin, for the purpo.se of examining the list of jurors for the 
Puruionf/ H Dublin for the now current year, to wit, the year 1844 

the f oe ■ ‘ fyoteahle enactments m such case made and provided, tile clerk of 
said^nf °h ‘he ohy of Dublin being duly laid before the 

clerk rf h'vers, to wit, 20, lists theretofore duly furnished to the said 
that behelf /“ee oj the collectors of grand jury cess within the said city, in 
contain ‘ to make such li,sts, containing or purporting to 

tion wb. of every man residing within their respective district of collec- 

such ca to serve on juries, pursuant to the Statutes in 

wr;t^pn provided, with the Christian name and surname of each 

orhn.in7 of the title, quality, callinn- 

colnmnc nature of the qualification of every such man, in their proper 

and fhp statuteable enactments in such case made and provided : 

were hv ^ Mathew Ray further says, that the several lists respectively 
signed iv ft at the special sessions, duly corrected, allowed and 

»>3de and Recorder, pursuant to the statuteable enactments in such case 

nientifinp i i the several persons whose names are hereinafter 

fication b and there adjudged by the said Recorder to have the quali- 

395 named ; and that the names of the said several persons were 

^ then 
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then and there contained in the said several lists so corrected, allowed and so 
signed as aforesaid; but the said Thomas Mathew Ray says, that the said 
Recorder did not, as by said statuteable enactments is directed, cause to be 
made out from said several last-mentioned lists one general list, contaiiiino- the 
names of all persons whose qualification had been so allowed, arranged accordincr 
to rank and property ; nor did the said Recorder thereupon, or at all, deliver 
such general list containing such names to the clerk of the peace, to be fairly 
copied by said clerk of the peace in the said order as by tbe said statuteable enact- 

omitted 

ments is directed ; but on the contrary thereof he objo et od so to do ; and the said 
Thomas Mathew Ray further says, that a certain paper writing, purporting to 
be a general list, purporting to be made out from such several lists so corrected 
allowed and signed as aforesaid, was illegally and fraudulently made out (and for 
the purpose and with the intent of prejudicing the said Thomas Mathew Ray in this 
cause) by some person or persons unknown ; and the said Thomas Mathew Ray 
says, that the said list, purporting to be such general list as aforesaid, did not con- 
tain the names of all the persons whose qualification had been allowed upon the 
correcting, allowing and signing of said lists as aforesaid by the said Recorder 
but omitted the names of clivers, to wit, 60, persons whose qualification respectively 
to be on said list had been so allowed as aforesaid by said Recorder, which said 
several persons whose names were so omitted are as follows ; that is to say, 
1. Thomas Ashley, 13, City-quay; 2. Hill H. Barrett, 12, Rachelor’s-walk ; 
3. Richard William Barrington, 25, Eustace-street ; 4. John Barry, 11, South 
Frcderick-strcet ; 5. George Clayton Cowell, 34, Capel-street ; 6 . Michael C. 
Garrick, 29, Wellington-quay ; 7. Nicholas James Caffrey, 3, Usher’s-quay; 
S. Christopher CaroHn, 40, VVilliara-street ; 9. Patrick Curtis, 9, Fitzwilliam- 
square South; 10. Hugh Duffy, 29, Bridge-street; 11, James Duggan, 2, Usher's- 
quay ; 12. John Doonegan, 21, Essex-quay; 13. James Dillon, 9, Stoney-batter; 
14. James Egan, 18 and 19, High-street; 15. Thomas Egan, 18 and 19, High- 
street; 16. Charles Egan, 18 and 19, High-strcct; 17. John Elliott, 96, Tbomas- 
street; 18. Michael Farrell, 8 , Fleet-street; 19. George Faulkner, 23, Cook-street; 
20. Christopher Gillespie, 97, Lower Gardiner-slreet; 21. Robert Gatchell, 87, Pill- 
lane; 22. Edward Gatchell, 89, Moutrath-street; 23. Edward Galavau, 4, Usher’s- 
quay ; 24. John Gaynor, 4, Lower Gardiner-street ; 26. John Hill, junior, IS, 
North Anne-street; 26. Nathaniel Halbert, 29, Corn-market; 27. George Hurst, 
Cardiff's-Iane, Rogerson’s quay ; 28. William Johnston, 102, Abbey-street; 29. 
James King, George s-street ; 30. Thomas Hugh Louth, 64, James’.s-street ; 31. 
Robert Melville, William-street; 32. Charles Meara, 3, Bachelor’s-walk ; 33. 
Francis M‘Comas, 38, Westmoreland-street ; 34. Bernard Martin, 10 and II, 
Bridge-street; 35. Nicholas Martin, 10 and 11, Bridge-, street ; 36. Robert 
Molloy, 18, Merrion-square West; 37. Thomas Murray, 10, LFsher’s-quay; 
38. Francis Nugent Mills, 42, Wellington-quay ; 39. Bryan Molloy, 12, Bel- 
videre-place ; 40. John Molloy, Rutland-.square ; 41. William Torrens M‘Cui- 
la<ih, 8 , Gioucester-street ; 42, James Perry, 27 and 28, Pill-lane; 43. James 
Pike, 12, Fownes-street; 44. Richard Peter, 109, Grafton-street ; 45. Heury 
Perrin, 1, Harcourt-terrace ; 46. Stephen Pigeon, Camden-street ; 47* Thomas 
Torrens Rowley, 69, Abbey-street; 48. Joseph Robinson, 85, Lower Mount- 
street; 49. James Reilly, 24, Usher's-quay ; 50. Maurice Robinson, 24, West- 
moreland-street ; 51. John Reilly, 43, Clarendon-street; 62. John Richardson, 
16, Exchequer-street; 53. William Saurin, 33, Stephen ’s-green; 54. John 
Vickers, 30, Corn-market; 55. Thomas White, 43, High-street; 56 . James 
White, 18, Upper Sackville-street ; 57. William Wolfeiiden, 26, Sackville-street; 
58. Thomas Whitfield, 14, Merchants’-quay ; 59. John H. Walsh, 27 , Summer- 
hill ; 60. Sylvester Young, 40, Bridge-street Lower; and the said Thomas 
Mathew Ray further says, that the said several persons whose names were 
so omitted from the said fraudulent paper writing, purporting to be the general 
list as aforesaid, were at the time of the return of said collectors’ lists, and 
at the time of the said special sessions, and still are ; severally resident 
within the county of the city of Dublin, and were duly qualified at said seve^ 
tirnes, and now are, to be, and should and ought to have been, placed upon the 
said general list ; and the said Thomas Mathew Ray further says, that from the 
said fraudulent paper writing, purporting to be such general list as aforesaid, a 
purporting to be the jurors’ book of the said county of the city of 
Dublin for the current calendar year, to wit, for the year 1844, was made up and 

framed, 
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framed, and that from the said booh, so purporting to be the jurors’ booh of the 
said county of the city for the, said current year, was made up the special jurors' 
list or the said current year, to wit, for the year 1844; and the Lid Thomas 
Mathew Ray sa.th that the said several persons whose names were so omitted 
from the said fraudulent paper writing, purporting to be such general list, were 
also omitted from the said book, purporting to be said jurors’ boob, and from said 
hst purporting to be the said special jurors’ list ; and the said Thomas Mathew 
Ray further saith, that the said several persons so omitted as aforesaid had been 
duly adjudged and allowed by the said Recorder, at such special sessions to be 
persons having the qualification qualifying and entitling each of them respectively 
to be upon the jurors book, and also to be upon the special jurors’ list for the 
current year, to vvit the year 1844; and the said Thomas mLiicw Ray further 
saith, that the panel aforesaid made and returned to try the issue in this cause 
between the Crown and the said Thomas Mathew Ray is arrayed and constructed 
from the said list, puiportiiig to be the special jurors’ list for the year 1844 so 
made out a.s^oresaid, to the damage and wrong of said Thomas Mathew Ray 
and the said Thomas Mathew Ray further saith, that the said fraudulent omissbn 
of the said several persons names from the said paper writing, purporting to be 
such general list as aforesaid, was, without the knowledge, cmsLt privity con 
trivanee, suggestion or sanction of the said Thomas Mathew Ray, or of any person 
or persons acting for him or with him or with his privity, or in any waVwhat- 
soever by his authority or on his behalf or with his privity ; and the said panel 
was so arrayed as aforesaid from the said paper writing, purporting to be such 
special jurors hst as aforesaid, without the consent and against the protest and 
will of the said Thomas Mathew Ray; and that the clerk of the Crown for the 
county of the City of Dublin, and the Crown solicitor acting for the Crown in 
this prosecution, liad due notice of the premises before the said panel was so 
arrayed, and this the said Thomas Mathew Ray is ready to verify; wherefore he 

quashed, and so 

Ti „ Edward Lucas Clements. 

John M .Namara Gantwell, Attorney. 

15th January 1844, received in court. 

W.B. 



Attorney-general’s Demurrer, and Joinder in Demurrer, to the 
Challenge to the Array. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen agdmst Daniel O’Connell, John O'Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. ^ 

And the said Attorney-general, of and for our said Lady the Queen, saith, 
mat the said challenge, and the matters therein contained, in manner and form as 
ne same are above therein pleaded and set forth, are not sufficient in law for the 
aia ihomas Mathew Ray to have the said panel set aside or quashed as afore- 
Attorney-general is ready to verify ; wherefore, for our said 
y e Queen, he prayeth judgment, and that the said panel so arrayed as afore- 
aia may stand arrayed, and the said jurors in due manner be sworn to try the 
issue aforesaid, &c. 

William Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. Edward Lucas aemmts. 

s^foresaid TAomffJ Mathew Bay saith, that the said challenge, and the 
and contained, in manner and form as the above are therein pleaded 

said 1 sufficient in law for the said Thomas Mathew Ray to have the 

panel set aside and quashed ; wherefore he prayeth judgment as aforesaid. 

J- M‘Cantwell, Attorney. 

And the said Attorney-general doth the Hire. 



Ch /ILLENGE 
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Challenge to the Array of C. G. Dnffy. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen agaimt Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Dufty, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 

And now, on this day, to wit, on the 15th day of January in the year of our 
Lord 1844, comes the said Charles Gavaii Duffy, in his proper person, and the 
jurors impannellcd, and so forth, also come ; and thereupon the said Charles Gavan 
Duffy challenges the array of the said panel, because, he says, that at the special 
sessions heretofore liolden in and for the county of the city of Dublin, to wit on 
the 14th day of November last past, to wit, at Dublin, in the county of the city 
of Dublin aforesaid, before the Right honourable Frederick Shaw, Recorder of 
said city of Dublin, for the purpose of examining the list of jurors for the said 
comity of the city of Dublin foi' the now current year, to wit, the year 1844 
pursuant to the statuteable enactments in such case made and provided, the clerk 
of the peace in and for the county of the city of Dublin, duly laid before the said 
Recorder divers, to wit, 20, lists theretofore duly furnished to tlie said clerk of 
the peace by the several collectors of grand jury cess williiii the said city, in that 
behalf duly autliorized to make such list, containing or purporting to contain a 
true list of every man residing wiihin their respective district of collection who 
were qualified and liable to serve on juries, pursuant to the Statutes in such case 
made and provided, with the Christian and surnaine of each written at full length, 
with the true place of abode, title, quality, calling or business, and the nature of 
the qualification of every such man, in their proper columns, pursuant to the 
statuteable enactments in such case made and provided ; and the said Charles 
Gavan Duffy further sap, that the several lists respectively were by the said Re- 
corder, at the said special sessions, duly corrected, allowed and signed by the said 
Recorder, pursuant to the statuteable enactments in such cases made and provided 
and that the several persons whose names are hereinafter mentioned were then 
and there adjudged by the said Recorder to have the qualification hereinafter 
named and that the names of the said several persons were then and there cou- 
tained in the said several lists so corrected, allowed and signed as aforesaid ; but 
the said Charles Gavan Duffy says, that the said Recorder did not, as by said 
statuteable enactments is directed, cause to be made out from said several Jast- 
raeiitioned lists one general list, containing the names of all persons whose quali- 
fication liad been so allowed, arranged according to rank and property ; nor did 
the said Recorder thereupon, or at all, deliver such general list, containing such 
names, to the clerk of the peace, to be fairly copied by said clerk of the peace, in 
the same order as by the said statuteable enactments is directed, but, on the con- 
trary thereof, omitted so to do ; and the said Charles Gavan Duffy further says, 
that a certain paper writing, purporting to be a general list, purporting to be 
made out froiri such several lists so corrected, allowed and signed as aforesaid, was 
illegally and fraudulently made out, and for the purpose and with the intent of 
prejudicing the said Charles Gavan Duffy in this cause, by some person or persons 
unknown ; and the said Charles Gavan Duffy says, tliat the said list, purporting 
to be such geueral list as aforesaid, did not contain the names of all the persons 
wnosc qualification had been allowed upon the correcting, allowing and signing 
of said lists as aforesaid by tlie said Recorder, but omitted the names of divers, 
to wit, 60, persons, whose qualification respectively to be on said list had been so 
allowed as afoj-esaid by said Recorder, which said several persons whose names 
were so omitted are as follows; that is to say, 1. Thomas Ashley, 13, 
City-quay; 2. Hill R. Barrett, 12, Bachelor’s-walk ; 3. Richard William Bar- 
rmgtoii, 25, Eustace-street ; 4. John Barry, li, South Frederick -street ; 5 
Cieorge Clayton Cowell, 3, Capel-street ; 6. Michael C. Cavrick, 29, Welling- 
James Caffrey, 3, Usher’ s-quay ; 8. Christopher Carolin, 
n ' 9= Fitzwilliam-square South; 10. Hugh 

.Unify, 29, Bridge-street; 11. James Duggan, 2, Usher’s-quay ; 12. John 
Doone^n, 12, Essex-quay; 13. James Dillon,. 9, Stoney-batter ; 14. James 
Lpn, 18 and 19, High-street; 15. Thomas Egan, 18 and 19, High-street; 16. 
Charles Egan 18 and 19, High-street; 17. John Elliott, 96, Tbomas-street; 18. 
-Michael Parreil, 8, Fleet-street; 19, -George Faulkner, 23, Cook-street; 20. Chris- 
topher 
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toplicr Gillespie, 97, Lower Gardiner-streel ; 21. Robert Gatchell, 87, Pill-lane; 
22. Edward Gatcliell, 8 and 9, Mountratli.-street; 23. Edward Gallavan, 4, Usher’s- 
quay; 24. John Gaynor, 4, Lower Gardincr-street ; 25. John Hill, junior, 18, 
North Anne-street ; 26. Nathaniel Halbert, 29, Corn-market ; 27. George Hurst, 
Cardiff s-lane, Rogerson’s-quay; 28. William Johnston, 102, Abbey-street; 29. 
James King, George’s-street ; 30. Thomas Hugh Louth, 64, James’s-strect; 31. 
Robert Melville, William-street; 32. Charles Meara, ^ Bachelor’s-walk ; 33. 
Francis M'Comas, 38, Westraoreland-street ; 34. Bernard Martin, 10 and 11, 
Bridge-street; 3.5. Nicholas Martin, 10 and 11, Bridge-street; 38. Robert Molloy, 
18, Merrioii-square West; 37. Thomas Murray, 10, Usber’s-quay ; 38. Francis 
Nugent Mills, 42, W'ellington-quay ; 39. Bryan Molloy, 12, Belvidcre-place ; 40. 
John Molloy, Rutlaiid-square ; 41. William Torrens M'Cullagh, 8, Gloucester- 
slreet; 42. James Perry, 27 and 28, Pill-lane ; 43. James Pike, 12, Fownes’s-street; 
44. Richard Peter, 109, Grafton-strect; 45. Henry Perrin, I, Harcourt-terrace ; 
4 ().. Stephen Pigeon, Camden-strect ; 47. Thomas Torrens Rowley, 69, Abbey- 
street; 48. Joseph Robinson, 85, Lower Mount-street-, 49. James Reilly, 24, 
Usher’s-quay ; 50. Maurice Robinson, 24, Westmorcland-street; 51. John Reilly, 
43, Clarendon-street ; 52. John Richai'dson, 16, Exchequer-street; 53. William 
Saurin, 33, Stephens-green; 54. John Vicker.s, 30, Corn-market; 55. Thomas 
White, 43, High-street; 56. James White, 18, Upper Sackville-street ; 57. Wil- 
liam Woolfenden, 26, Sackville-street; 58. Thomas Whitfield, 14, Mercliants’- 
quay; 59- John H. Walsh, 27, Summer-hill; 60. Sylvester Young, 40, Bridge- 
street Lower ; and the said Charles Gavan Duffy further says, that the said 
several persons whose names were so omitted from the said fraudulent paper 
■writiag, purporting to be the general list as aforesaid, were at the time of the 
return of said collectors’ lists and at the time of the said special sessions, and still 
are, severally resident within the county of the said city of Dublin, and were duly 
qualified at said several times, and now are, to he, and should and ought to have 
been, placed upon the said general list ; and the said Charles Gavan Duffy further 
saitb, that the said several persons so omitted as afore.said had been duly adjudged 
and allowed by the said Recorder at said special sessions to be persons having the 
qualification qualifying and entitling each of them respectively to be upon the 
jurors’ book, and also to be upon the special jurors’ list for the current year, to 
wit, the year 1844; and the said Charles Gavan Duffy further saith, that the 



panel aforesaid made and returned to try the issue in this cause between the Crown 
and the said Charles Gavan Duffy, is arrayed and constructed from the said list, 
purporting to bethesaid special jurors’ list for tbeyear 1844, so made out as afore- 
said, to the damage and wrong of the said Charles Gavan Duffy; and the said 
Charles Gavan Duffy further saith, that the said fraudulent omission of the said 
several persons’ names from the said paper writing, purporting to be such general 
list as aforesaid, was without the knowledge, consent, privity, contrivance, sugges- 
tion or sanction of the said Charles Gavan Duffy, or of any person or persons 
acting for him or with him or with his privity, or in any way whatsoever by his 
authority or on his behalf or with his privity; and that the said panel was so 
anrayed as aforesaid from the said paper writing, purporting to be such special 
jurors’ list as aforesaid, without the consent and against the protest and will of the 
said Charles Gavan Duffy ; and that the clerk of the Crown for the county of the 
city of Dublin, and the Crown solicitor acting for the Croum in this prosecution, 
had due notice of the premises before the said panel was to arrayed, and this the 
said Charles Gavan Duffy is ready to verify; wherefore he prays judgment, and 
that the said panel may be set aside and quashed, and so forth. 

n -KIT -n ^ , , Thomas O' Hamn. 

P. M. E. Gartlan, Attorney. ® 



Received 15th January 1844. 



Attorney-general’s Demurrer, and Joinder in Demurrer, to the 
Challenge to tlie Array. 

In the Queen’s Bench.- 

Tlie Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charley Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 

And the said Attorney-general, of and for our said Lady the Queen, saith, the 
said challenge, and the matters therein contained, :in manner and form as the same 
395- R 3 
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are above tberein pleaded and set forth, are not sufficient in law for the said 
Char es Gavan Duffy to have the sahl panel set aside or quashed as aforesaid 
and ihis the said Attorney-gjneral is ready to verify; wherefore, for our said 
Lady the Queen, he prayeth judgment, and that the said panel so arrayed a «5 
aforefaid may stand arrayed, and that the said jurors in clue manner be sworn 
to try the issue aforesaid, &c. 

• . . T. B. C. Smith. 

Wm. Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 



And the aforesaid Charles Gavan Huffy saith, the said challenge, and the 
matters therein contained, in manner and form as the above are therein pleaded 
and set forth, are sufficient in law for the said Charles Gavan Duffy to have the 
said panel set aside and quashed, as before ; wherelorc the said Charles Gavan 
Duffy prayeth judgment as aforesaid. 

Gartkn, Attorney. O'Hagan. 

And the said Attorney-general doth the like. 



Cjiallbnce to the Array of the Reverend Thomas Tierney. 

In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 

And now, on this day, to wit, on the 15th day of January in the year of our 
Lord 1844, comes the said Reverend Thomas Tiertiey, in his proper person, and 
the jurors impanuelled, and so forth, also come ; and thereupon the said Reverend 
Thomas Tierney challenges the array of the said panel, because, he says, that at 
the special sessions heretofore holden in and for the county of the city of Dublin, 
to vi'it, on the I4th day of November last past, to wit, at Dublin, in the county of 
the city of Dublin aforesaid, before the Right honourable Frederick Shaw, 
Recorder of the said city of Dublin, for the purpose of examining the list of 
jurors for the said county of the city of Dublin for the now current year, to wit, 
the year 1844, pursuant to the statutcable enactments in such case made and pro- 
vided, the clerks of the peace in and for the county of the said city of Dublin 
duly laid before the said Recorder divers, to wit, 20, lists, theretofore duly fur- 
nished to the said clerk of the peace by the several collectors of grand jury ce.ss 
within the said city, in that behalf duly authorized to make such fists, containing 
or purporting to contain a true list of every man residing within their respective 
districts of collection, who were qualified and liable to serve on juries, pursuant 
to the Statutes in such case made and provided, with the Christian name and 
surname of each written at full length, and with the true place of abode, title, 
quality, calling or business, and the nature of the qualification of every such 
roan, in their proper columns, pursuant to the statuteable enactments in such 
case made and provided ; and the said Reverend Thomas Tierney further says, 
that the several lists respectively were by the said Recorder, at the said 
special sessions, duly corrected, allowed and signed by the said Recorder, 
pursuant to the statuteable enactments in such case made and provided; 
and that the several persons whose names arc hereinafter mentioned were 
then and there adjudged by the said Recorder to have the qualification here- 
inafter named : and that the names of the said several persons were {then and 
there contained in the said several lists so corrected, allowed and signed as afore- 
said ; but the said Reverend Thomas Tierney says, that the said Recorder did 
not, as by said statuteable enactments is directed, cause to be made out from said 
last-mentioned several lists one general list, containing the names of all persons 
whose qualification had been so allowed, arrangfed according to rank and property ; 
nor did the said Recorder thereupon, or at all, deliver such general list, containing 
such names, to the clerk of the peace, to be fairly copied by said clerk of the peace 
in the same order as by the statuteable enactments is directed ; but, on the con- 
omitted 

trary thereof, noglootcd 'so to do ; and the said Reverend Thomas Tierney further says, 
that a certain paper writing, purporting to be a general list, purporting to be made 

out 
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out from said sevomi lists so corrected, allovycd and signed as aforesaid, was ille- 
gally and fraudulently made out (and for the purpose and with the intent of pre- 
judicing the sard Reverend Thomas Tierney in this cause) by some person or 
persons unknown ; and the said Reverend Thomas Tierney further says, that the 
said list, purporting to be such general list as aforesaid, did not contain the names 
of all the persons whose qualification had been allowed upon the correctino- 
allowing and signing of said lists as aforesaid by the said Recorder, hSt 
omitted the names of divers, to wit, 60, persons whose qualification respectively 
to be on said list had been so allowed as aforesaid by said Recorder, which said 
several persons whose names were so omitted are as folloivs ■ that is to say — 
I. Thomas Ashley, 13, City-quay; 2. Hill H. Barrett, 12. Baclielor’s-waik ; 
3. Kicbai-d William Barrington, 25, Eustace-street ; 4. John Barry, 11, South 
Trederick-street ; 5. George Clayton Cowell, 34, Capel-street ; 6. Michael C 
Garrick, 29, Wellington-quay; 7. Nicholas James Caffrey, 3, Usher’s-quay 
8. Christopher Carohn, 40, William-street ; 9. Patrick Curtis, 9, Fitzwilliam- 
sqoare South; 10. Hugh Duffy, 29, Bridge-street; 11. James Duggan 2 
Usher’s-quay; 12. John Dooiiegan, 21, Essex-quay ; 13. James Dillon, 9, Stoney- 
hatter ; 14, James Egan, 18 and 19, High-street ; 15. Thomas Egan, 18 and 19, 
High-street; 16. Charles Egan, 18 and 19, High-street; I7. John Elliott, 96’ 
Thomas-street ; 18. Michael Farrell, 8, Fleet-street; 19. George faulkneri 

23, Cook-street; 20. Christopher Gillespie, 97, Lower Gardiner-street; 21 Robert 
Gatchell, 87, Pill-lane; 22. Edward Gatchell, 8 and 9, Montrath-street • 
23. Edward Galavan, 4, Usher’s-quay ; 24. John Gaynor, 4, Lower Gardiner- 
strem; 25. John Hill, junior, 18, North Anne-street ; 26. Nathaniel Halbert, 
29, Corn-market; 27. George Hurst, CardilFs-lane, Rogerson’s-quay; 28. William 
Johnson, 102, Abbey-street; 29. James King, George’s-street ; 30. Thomas Huo-h 
Louth, 64, .Tames’s-street ; 31. Robert Melville, William-street ; 32. Charres 
Mea^, 3, Bachelor s-walk ; 33. Francis M'Comas, 38, Westmoreland-street ; 
34. Bernard Martin, 10 and 11, Bridge-street; 35. Nicholas Martin, 10 and 11, 
Bridge-street; 36. Robert Molloy, 18, Merrion-square West; 37. Robert Murray, 
10, UsherVquay; 38. Francis Nugent Mills, 42, Wellington-quay; 39. Bryan 
Molloy, 12, Belvidere-place; 40. John Molloy, Rutland-square ; 41. William 
Torrens M‘Cullagh, 8, Gloucester-street ; 42. James Perry, 27 and 28, Pill-lane ; 
43. .lames Pike, 12, Fownes-street ; 44. Richard Peter, 109, Grallon-street ; 

Harcourt-terrace; ,46. Stephen Pigeon, Camden-street ; 
47. Thomas Torrens Rovvley, 69, Abbey-street ; 48. Joseph Robinson, 85, Lower 
Mount-street; 49. James Reilly, 24, tJsher’s-quay ; 50. Maurice Robinson, 24, 
Westmoreland-street; 51. John Reilly, 43, Clarendon-street; 62. John Richard- 
son, 16, Lxchequer-street ; 53. William Saurin, 33, Stephen’s-green; 54. John 
Vickers, 30, Corn-market; 55. Thomas White, 43, High-street; 56. James 
ro Upper Sackville-street; 57. William Wolfenden, 26, Sackville^treet ; 

58. Thomas Whitfield, 14, Merchants’-quay j 59. John H. Walshe, 27, Summer- 
hili; 60. Sylvester Young, 40, Bridge-street Lower; and the said Reverend 
Ihomas Tierney further says, that from the said fraudulent paper writing, such 
g^eral list as aforesaid, a certain book, purporting to be the jurors’ book of the 
said county of the city of Dublin for the current calendar year, to wit, for the 
year 1844, was made up and framed ; and that from the said book, so purporting 
to be the jurors’ book of the said county of the city for the said current year, was 
made up the special jurors’ list for the said current year, to wit, for the yearl844; 
and the said Reverend 'ihomas Tierney saith, that the said several persons whose 
names were so omitted from the said fraudulent paper writing, purporting to be 
such general list, were also omitted from the .said book, purporting to be the said 
3.nd from said list, purporting to he the said special jurors* list ; and 
the said Reverend Thomas Tierney further saith, that the said several persons so 
ornitted as aforesaid had been duly adjudged and allowed by the said Recorder at 
said special sessions to be persons having the qualification qualifying and 
entitling each of them respectively to be upon the jurors* book, and also to be 
special jurors’ list for the current- year, to wit, the year 1844 ; and the 
said Reverend Thomas Tierney further saiih, that the . panel aforesaid made and 
^turned to try the issue in this cause between the Crown and the said Reverend 
ihom^ Tierney is arrayed and constructed from the said list, purporting to be 
ie said special jurors' list for the year 1844 so made as aforesaid, to the damage 
wrong of the said Reverend Thomas Tierney; and the said Reverend Thomas 
lerney further saith, that the said fraudulent omission of the said several 
R 4 persons’ 
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persons' names from the said paper ■writing, purporting to be such general list as 
aforesaid, was without the knowledge, consent, privity, contrivance, suggestion or 
sanction of the said Reverend Thomas Tierney, or of any person or persons actino- 
for him or with him or with his privity, or in any way whatsoever by his authority 
or on his behalf or with his privity • and that the said panel was so arrayed as 
aforesaid from the said paper -writing, purporting to be such special jurors’hist as 
aforesaid, without the consent and against the protest and will of the said Reverend 
Thomas Tierney ; and that the clerk of the Crown for the county of the city of 
Dublin, and the Crown solicitor acting for the Crown in this prosecution, had due 
notice of the premises before the said panel was so arrayed, and this the said 
Reverend Thomas Tierney is ready to verify ; •wherefore he prays judgment, and 
that the said panel may be set aside and quashed, and so forth. 

John Perrin^ 

Thomas Reilly, Attorney. 

l.'ith Januaiy 1S44, received in court. 

TF. B. 



Attorney-generaTs Demurrer, and Joinder in Devnurrer, to the 
Challenge to the Array. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Du%, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 

And the saidiYttorucy-general, of and for our said Lady the Queen, sailh, that the 
said challenge, and the matters therein contained, in manner and form as the same 
are above therein pleaded and set forth, are not sufficient in law for the said 
Reverend Thomas Tierney to have the said panel set aside or quashed as aforesaid, 
and this the said Attorney-general is ready to verify; wherefore, for our said Lady 
the Queen, he prayeth judgment, and that the said panel so arrayed as aforesaid 
may stand arrayed., and that the said jurors in due manner be sworn to tiy the 
issue aforesaid, &c. 

P B, C. Smith. 

William Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 

And the aforesaid Thomas Tierney saith, the said challenge, and the matters 
therein contained, in manner and form as the above are therein pleaded and set 
forth, aresufficient in law for the said Thomas Tierney to have the said panel set aside 
and quashed; wherefore, as before, the said Thomas Tierney prayeth judgment 
as aforesaid. 



Thomas Reilly, Agent for the said Thomas Tierney. 
And the said Attorney-general doth the like. 



John Perrin. 



Challenge to the Array of John Gi'uy. 



In the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen agnbist Daniel Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 

And now, on this day, to wit, on the 15th day of January in the year of our 
Lord 1844, comes the said John Gray, in his proper person, and the jurors im- 
paouelled, and so forth, also come ; and thereupon the said John Gray challenges 
the said array of the said panel, because, he says, that at the special sessions here- 
tofore holden in and for the county of the city of Dublin, to wit, on the 14th day 
eff November last past,, fo wit, at Dublin, in the county of the city of Dublin 
’ » aforesaid, 
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aforesaid, before the Right honourable Frederick Shaw, Recorder of said city of 
Dublin, for the purpose of examining the list of jurors for the said county of the 
city of Dublin for the now current year, to wit', the year 1844, pursuant to the 
Statute of enactments in such case made and provided, the clerk of the peace in 
and for the county of the said city of Dublin duly laid before the said Recorder 
diver-s, to wit, 20, lists theretofore duly furnished to the said clerk of the peace by 
the said several collectors of grand jury cess within the said city, in that behalf 
duly authorized to make such lists, containing or purportino- to contain a true 
list of every man residing within their respective districts of c°ollcction who were 
qualified and liable to serve on juries, pursuant to the Statutes in such case made 
and provided, with the Christian and surname of each written at full length, and 
true place of abode, the title, equality, calling or business, and the nature of the 
qualification of every such man, in their proper columns, pursuant to the statuteabla 
enactments in such case made and provided ; and the said John Gray further says, 
that the several lists respectively were by the said Recorder, at the said special 
sessions, duly corrected, allowed and signed by the said Recorder, pursuant to the 
Statute of enactments in such case made and provided; and that the several 
persons whose names arc hereinafter mentioned were then and there adjudo-ed 
by the said Recorder to have the (pjalification hereinafter named; and that °he 
narae.s of the said several persons were then and there contained in the said several 
lits so corrected, allowed and signed as aforesaid ; but the said John Gray says, 
that the said Recorder did not, as by said statuteable enactments is directed, cause 
to be made out from said several last-mentioned lists one general list, containing the 
names of all persons whose qualification had been so allowed, arranged according to 
rankand property; nor did the said Rccorderthereupon,or at all,deliversucli general 
list containing such names to the clerk of the peace, to be fairly copied by said clerk of 
the peace in the same order as by the said statuteable enactments is directed, but, 
on the contrary thereof, omitted so to do ; and the said John Gray further says, 
that a certain paper writing, purporting to be a general list, purporting to be made 
out from such said several lists so corrected, allowed and signed as aforesaid, was 
illegally and fraudulently made out, and for the purpose and with the intent of 
prejudicing the said John Gray in this cause, by some person or persons unknown ; 
and the said John Gray says, that the said list, purporting to be such general 
list as aforesaid, did not contain the names of all the persons whose qualification 
had been allowed upon the correcting, allowing and signing of said lists as afore- 
said by the said Recorder, but omitted the names of divers, to wit, 60, persons 
whose qualification respectively to be on said list had been so allowed as aforesaid 
by said Recorder, which said several persons whose names were so omitted are as 
follows; that is to say, — 1. Thomas Ashle.y, 13, City-quay; 2. Hill H. Barrett, 12, 
Bachelor’s -walk ; 3. Richard William Barrington, 25, Eustace-street ; 4. John 
Barry, 11, South Frederick-street ; 5. George Clayton Cowell, 34, Capel-street ; 
6. Michael C. Carrick, 29, Wellington-quay ; 7. Nicholas James Caffrey, 3^ 
UsherVquay; 8. Christopher Carolin, 40, William-street ; 9. Patrick Curtis, 9, 
Fitzwilliam-square South ; 10. Hugh Duffy, 29, Bridge-street ; 11, James Duggan, 
2, Usher’s-quay ; 12. John Doonegan, 21, Essex-quay ; 13. James Dillon, 9, 
Stoney-batter; 14, James Egan, IS and 19, High-street ; 15. Thomas Egan, 18 
and 19, High-street; 16, Charles Egan, 18 and 19, High-street; 17. John Elliott, 
96, Thomas-street ; 18. Michael Farrell, 8, Fleet-street; 19. George Faulkner, 
23, Cook-slreet ; 20. Cbristopher Gillespie, 97, Lower Gardiner-street ; 21. 
Robert Gatchell, 87, Pill-lane ; 22. Edward Gatchell, 8 and 9, Montratli-street ; 
23. Edward Galavan, 4, Uslier’s-quay ; 24. John Gaynor, 4, Lower Gardiner- 
street; 25. John Hill, junior, 18, North Anne-street; 26. Nathaniel Halbert, 
29, Corn-market ; 27. George Hurst, CardUTs-laue, Rogerson’s-quay ; 28. WTlliam 
Johnston, 102, Abbey-street; 29. James King, George’s-street ; 30. Thomas 
Hugh Louth, 64, James’s-street ; 31, Robert Melvin, William-street ; 32. Charles 
Meara, 3, Bachelor’a-walk ; 33. Francis M'Comas, S8, Westmoreland-street ; 
34. Bernard Martin, 10 and 11, Bridge-street; 35. Nicholas Martin, 10 and 11, 
Bridge-street; 36. Robert Molloy, 18, Merrion-square \Tcst; 37. Thomas Murray, 
10, Usher’s-quay ; 38. Francis Nugent Mills, 42, Weliiagton-quay ; 39. Bryan 
Molloy, 12, Belvidere-place ; 40. John Mollo}’-, Rutland-square; 41. W’illiam 
Torrens M'Cullagh, 8, Gloucester-street ; 42, James Perry, 27 and 28, Pill-lane ; 
43. James Pike, 12, Fovvues’s-street; 44. Richard Peter, 109, Graftoh-street ; 

Henry Perrin, 1, Harcourt-terrace ; 46. Stephen Pigeon, Camden-street; 47. 
Thomas Torrens Rowley, 69, Abbey-street; 48. Joseph Robinson, 85, l^wer 
395- S Mount- 
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Mount-street; 49. .lames Reilly, 24, Usher ',s-qoay ; 50. Maurice Robinson eq. 
We.stmorelaiid-street; 51. .Tolm Reilly, 4,3, Clarendon-street ; 52. John Richard' 
son, 16, Exchequer-street; 53. William Sanrin, 33, Stephen’s-green ; 54, Jf,[j ' 
Vickers, 30, Corn-market ; 55. Thomas White, 43, High-street ; 56. James 
White, 18, Upper Sackville-street ; 57. William Wolfeiidoti, 20, Sackrille-street ■ 
58. Thomas Whitfield, 16, Merchants'-quay ; 58. John H. Walsh, 27, Summer’ 
hill ; 60. Sylvester Young, 40, Bridge-street Lower ; arid the .said John Grav 
further says, th-at the said several persons whose names were so omitted from tl/e 
said fraudulent paper writing, purporting to he the general list as aforesaid, were 
at the time of the return of said collectors’ lists, and at the ti.me of the said special 
sessions, and still are, severally resident within the county of the said city of 
Dnhiin, and were duly qualified at said several times, and now arc, to be 
and should and ought to have been, placed upon the said general list ; and the 
said John Gray further says, that from the said fraudulent paper writing, pur- 
porting to he such general list as aforesaid, a certain book, purporting to°be the 
jurors’ book of the said county of the city of Dublin for the current calendar 
year, to wit, for the year 1844, was made up and framed, and that from the said 
book, so purporting to be the jurors’ book of the said county of the city for the 
said curreiU year, was made up the special jurors’ list for the said current year to 
wit, for the year 1844 ; and the said John Gray saith, that the said several 
persons whose names were so omitted from the said fraudulent paper writino- 
purporting to be such general list, were also omitted from the said book’ 
purporting to^ he the said jurors’ hook, and from said list, purpnrtino- to be the 
said special jurors’ list; and the said John Gray further saith, that the said 
several persons so omitted as aforesaid have been duly adjudged and allowed hv 
the said Recorder, at said special sessions, to be persons having the qualification 
qualifying and entitling each of them respectively to be upon the jurors’ book, 
and also to be upon the special jurors’ list, for the current year, to wit, the year 
1844; and the said John Gray further saith, that the panel aforesaid inade'and 
rctumed to by the issue in this cause between the Crown and the said John 
Gray is arrayed and constructed from the said list, purporting to be the said 
.special jurors’ list for the year 1844, so made out as aforesaid, to the damawc 
and wrong of the said John Gray; and the said John Gray further saith, that 
the said irandulent omission of the said several persons’ names from the said 
paper vyiting, purporting to he such general list as aforesaid, was without the 
.knowledge, consent, privity, contrivance, suggestion or sanction of the said Jolm 
Gray, or ol any person or persons acting for him or with him or with his privity 
or in any way whatsoever by his authority or on his behalf or with his privity- 
and that the said panel was so arrayed as aforesaid from the said paper writing,’ 
purpnrtmg to be such special jurors’ list as aforesaid, without the consent and 
against the protest and will of the said John Gray; and that the clerk of the 
Crown for the county of the city of Dublin, and the Crown solicitor actinw for 
the Crown jn this prosecution, had due notice of the premises before the'said 
panel was so arrayed, and this the said John Gray is ready to verify ; wherefore he 
so quashed, and 

David Mahony, junior, Attorney. •Barnes Offea. 

Received 15th January 1844. 



Attorney-general’s Demurrer, and Joinder in Demurrer, to the 
Challenge to the Array. 

In the Quken’s Bench. 

^ Mathew O’Cnnnell. Thomas Steele, Thomas 

Lady the Queen, saith, 

as the same are ahn matters therein contained, in manner and form 

aiid this the- said \tt panel set aside or quashed as aforesaid, 

and this the- said Attprney.general is ready to verify; wlmreforc, for our, said 

. Lady 
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Lady tlie Qoeen, he pi-ayeth judgment, and that the said panel so arrayed as 
aforesaid may stand arrayed, and the said jurors in due manner be sworn to try 
tlie issue aforesaid, &c. ^ 



William Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 



T. B. C. Smith. 



And tlie aforesaid John Crraij saitb, the said challenge, and the matters therein 
contained, iu inaniier and form as the above are therein pleaded and set forth, 
are sufficient in law for the said John Gray to have the said panel set aside and 
quashed , whercfoie, as before, the said John Gray prayeth judgment as aforesaid. 

T 1 n/r A.T /- J. S. Close. 

John MbNamara Cantwell, 

Agent for the said John Gray. 

And the said Attorney-general doth the like. 



CiiALLENGic to the Array of Richard Barrett. 



Ill the Queen’s Bench. 

The Queen agaimt Daniel O’Connel], John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney. John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. ■' 

And now, on this day, to wit, on the i5tU day of January in the year of our 
Lord 1844, comes the said Rickard Barrett, in his proper person, and the jurors 
impamielled, and so forth, also come ; and thereupon the said Richard Barrett 
challenges the array of the said panel, because, he say,s, that at the special 
sessions hcretofore_holden in and for the county of the city of Dublin, to wit, on 
the 14th_day of November last past, to wit, at Dublin, in the county of tlie city 
of Dublin aforesaid, before the Right lionourable Frederick Shaw', Recorder of 
the city of Dublin, for the purpose of examining the list of jurors for the said 
county of die city of Dublin for the now current year, to wit, the year 1844, 
pursuant to the staluteable enactments in such case made and provided, the 
clerk of the pracc in and for the county of tlie said city of Dublin duly laid 
before^ the said Recorder divers, to wit, 20, lists tlieretofore duly furnished to 
the said clerk of the peace by the several collectors of grand jury cess within 
the said city, in that behalf duly authorized to make such list, containing or 
purporting to contain a true list of every man residing within their respective 
districts of collection who were qualified and liable to serve on juries, pursuant 
to the Statutes in such case made and provided, with the Christian and surname of 
each written at full length, and with the true place of abode, the title, quality, call- 
ing or business, and the nature of the qualification of every such man, in their proper 
columns, pursuant to the statuteable enactments iu such case made and provided; 
and the said Richard Barrett further says, that the several lists respectively were 
by the .said Recorder, at the said special sessions, duly corrected, allowed and 
signed by the said Recorder, pursuant to the statuteable enactments in such case 
made and provided ; and that the several persons whose names are hereinafter 
mentioned were then and there adjudged by the said Recorder to have the qualifi- 
cation hereinafter named ; and that the names of the said several persons were 
then and there contained in the said several lists so corrected, allowed and signed 
as aforesaid; but the said Richard Barrett says, that the said Recorder did not, 
^ by said statuteable enactments is directed, cause to be made out from said several 
last-mentioned lists one general list, containing the names of all persons whose 
qualification had been so allowed, arranged according to rank and property ; nor 
did the said Recorder thereupon, nor at all, deliver such general list, containing 
such names, to the clerk of the peace, to be fairly copied by said clerk of the 
peace in the same order as by the said statuteable enactments is d.irected, but, on 
the contrary thereof, omitted so to do ; and the said Richard Barrett further says, 
that a certain paper writing, purporting to be a general list, purporting to be made 
from such several lists so corrected, allowed and signed as aforesaid, was 
illegally and fraudulently made out, and for the purpose and with the inten't of 

s 2 pi-ejudicin'g 
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prejudicbg tlie said Richard Barrett in tliis cauae, by some person or persons 
unknown ; and the said Richard Barrett says, that the said list, purportino- to be 
such general list as aforesaid, did not contain the names of all the persons whose 
qualificatiouhad been allowed, upon the correcting, allowmgand signing of said lists 
as aforesaid by the said Recorder, but omitted the names of divers, to wit, 60, persons 
whose qualification respectively to be on said list had been so allowed as afore- 
said by said Recorder ; which said several persons whose names were so omitted 
are as follows ; that is to say, 1. Thomas Ashley, 13, City-quay j 2. Hill H.' 
Barrett, 12, Bachelors '-walk ; 3. Richard William Barrington, 25, Eustace-street ■ 
4. John Barry, 11, South Frederiek-street ; 5. George Clayton Cowell, 34, Capel- 
street; 6. Michael C. Garrick, 29, Wellington-quay; 7. Nicholas James Caffrey, 
3, Usber’s-qnay ; 8, Christopher Carolin, 40, William-street ; 9. Patrick Curtis 
9, Filzwilliam-square South; 10. Hugh Duffy, 29, Bridge-street; 11. James 
Buggan, 2, Usber’s-quay ; 12. John Doonegan, 21, Essex-quay ; 13. James 
Billon, 9, Stoney-batter ; 14. James Egan, 18 and 19, High-street; 15. Thomas 
Egan, 18 and 19, High-street; 16. Charles Egan, 18 and 19, High-street; 17. 
John Elliott, 96, Thomas-street; 18. Michael Farrell, 8, Fleet-street ; 19. Georo-e 
Faulkner, 23, Cook-street; 20. Christopher Gillespie, 97, Lower Gardiner-stre^- 
21. Robert Gatchell, 87, Pill-lane; 22. Edward Gatchell, 8 and 9, Montrath- 
street ; 23. Edward Galavan, 4, Ushcr’s-quay ; 24. John Gaynor, 4, Lower 
Gardiner-street ; 25. John Hill, jun., IS, North Aime-street; 26. Nathaniel 
Halbert, 29, Corn-market; 27. Georg'e Hurst, Card iff” s-lane, Rogerson’s-quay ; 
28. William Johnston, 102, Abbey-street; 29. James King, George’s-street ; 3o! 
Thomas Hugh Louth, 64, James’s-street ; 31. Robert Melville, William-street; 
32. Charles Meara, 3, Bachclor’s-'walk ; 33. Francis M'Comas, 38, Westraore- 
land-.street ; 34. Bernard Martin, 10 and 11, Bridge-street; 3.5. Nicholas Martin, 
TO and 11, Bridge-street; 36. Robert Molloy, 18, Merrion-square West; 37. 
Thomas Murray, 10, Usher’s-quay ; 38. Francis Nugent Mills, 42, Wellington- 
quay ; 39. Bryan Molloy, 12, Belvidere-place ; 40. John Molloy, Rutland- 
square ; 41. William Torrens M'Cullagh, 8, Gloucester-street ; 42, James Perry, 
27 and 28, Pill-lane ; 43. James Pike, 12, Fowncs's-street ; 44, Richard Peter, 109, 
Grafton-street ; 45. Henry Perrin, 1, Harcourt-terrace ; 46. Stephen Pigeon, 
Camden-street ; 47. Thomas Torrens Rowley, 69, Abbey-street; 48. Josepli 
Robinson, 85, Lower Mount-street; 49. James Reilly, 24, Usher’s-quay ; 50. 
Maurice Robinson, 24, Westmoreland-strcet; 51. John Reilly, 43, Clarendon- 
street; 52. John Richardson, 16, Exchequer-street ; 53. William Saurin, 33, 
Stephen’s-green ; 54. John Vickers, 30, Corn-market; 55. Thomas White, 43, 
Hjgli-street : 56, James hite, 18, Upper Sackville.-strcet ; 57. William 
M olfendeo, 26, Sackville-.street ; 58. Ihoraas Whitfield, 14, JMerchants’- 
quay ; 59. John H. U alsh, 27, Summer-hill; GO. Sylve.ster Young, 40, Bridge- 
street Lower ; and the said Richard Barrett further says, that the said several 
persons whose names were so omitted from the said fraudulent paper writing, 
purporting to he the general list as aforesaid, were at the time of the return of said 
collectors’ lists, and at the time of the said special sessions, and still are, severally 
resident within the county of the said city of Dublin, and were duly qualified at 
said several times, and now are, to be, and should and ought to have been, placed 
upon the said general list; and the said Richard Barrett further says, that from 
the said fraudulent paper writing, purporting to be such general list as aforesaid, a 
^rtain book, purporting to be the jurors’ book of the said county of the city of 
Dubiiii for the current calendar year, to wit, for the year 1844, was made up and 
framed, and that from the said book, so purporting to be the jurors’ book of the 
said county of the city for the said current year, was made up the special jurors' 
list for the said current year, to wit, for the year 1844; and the said Richard 
Barrett s^itji, that the said several persons whose names were so omitted from the 
said fraudulent paper writing, purporting to be such general list, were also omitted 
irpm the said book purporting to be the said jurors’ book, and from said list, 
special jurors’ lists ; and the said Richard Barrett further 
ssith, that the said several persons so omitted as aforesaid had been duly 
adjudged and allowed by the said Recorder, at said special sessions, to be persons 
having the qualification, qualifying and entitling each of them respectively to be 
qpon the jurors book, and also to be upon the special jurors’ list for the current 
year, to wit, the year 1844; and the said Richard Barrett further saith, that the 
panel aforesaid rnade and returned to try the issue in this cause between the 
Crown and the said Richard Barrett is arrayed and constructed from the said list, 

purporting 
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purporting to be the said special jurors’ list for the year 1844 so made out as 
aforesaid, to the damage and wrong of the said Richard Barrett ; and the said 
Richard Barrett further saitb, that the paid fraudulent omission of the said several 
persons’ names from the said paper writing, purporting to be such general list as 
aforesaid, was without the knowledge, consent, privity, contrivance, suggestion or 
sanction of the said Richard Barrett, or of any person or persons acting for him 
or with him or with his privity, or in any way whatsoever by bis authority or on 
his behalf or with his privity ; and that the said panel was so arrayed as aforesaid 
from the said paper writing, purporting to be such special jurors’ list as aforesaid, 
without the consent and against the protest and will of the said Richard Barrett* 
and that the clerk of the Crown for the county of the city of Dublin, and the 
Crown solicitor acting for the Crown in this prosecution, had due notice of the 
premises before the said panel was so arrayed; and this the said Richard 
Barrett is ready to verify ; wherefore he prays judgment, and that the said panel 
may be set aside and quashed, and so forth. 

James A. Close. 

John Fleming, Attorney. 

Received in court, 15th January 1844. 



Attorney-general’s Demurrer, and Joinder in Demurrer, to the 
Challenge to the Array. 



In the Qeeun’s Bench. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, Reverend Thomas Tierney, John Gray 
and Richard Barrett. 

And the said Attorney-general, of and for our said Lady the Queen, saith, that 
thesuid challenge, and the matters therein contained, in manner and form as the 
same are above therein pleaded and set forth, are not sufficient in law for the said 
Richard Barrett to have the said panel set aside or quashed as aforesaid, and 
this the said Attorney-general is ready to verify ; wherefore, for our said Lady the 
Queen, he prayeth judgment, and that the said panel so arrayed as aforesaid may 
stand arrayed, and the said jurors in due manner be sworn to try the issue afore- 
said, Ac. 

T.B. a Smith. 

William Keinmis, Crown Solicitor. 

Apn the aforesaid Richard Barrett saith, the said challenge, and the matters 
therein contained, in manner and form as the above are. therein pleaded and set 
forth, are sufficient in law' for the said Richard Barrett to have the said panel set 
aside and quashed ; wherefore, as before, the said Richard Barrett prayeth judg- 
ment as aforesaid. 

James O'lha. 

Mahony, Attorney. 

And the said Attorney-general doth the like. 



Assignment of Errors of Daniel O'Connell. 



The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, John Gray and Richard Barrett. 

Afterwards, to wit, on the 4th day of June, in this same term, before our Sove- 
reign Lady the Queen, at Dublin, ' in the county of the city aforesaid, comes the. 
said Dayiiel O'Connell into court here, in his proper person, under the custody of 
the keeper of Her Majesty's prison, called the Richmond General Penitentiary, bn 
the South Circular Road, by virtue of a writ of habeas corpus duly issued in that 
behalf, and immediately says, that in the record and proceedings aforesaid, and 
also in giving the judgment aforesaid, there is manifest error in thi.s, to wit, tltat 
395- s 3 the 
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the said alleged indictment heretofore, to wit, on the 2d day of November in the 
year of our Lord 1843, to wit, at the said court of our said Lady the Queen 
before the Queen herself, at Dublin, in the county of the city of Dublin was 
found and returned a true bill by the said jurors, for our said Lady the Queen 
upon the evidence of divers witnesses for the Crown, then and there produced 
before and then and there . examined by the said last-mentioned jurors as wit- 
nesses in support of the charges in the said alleged indictment, to wit, upon the 
evidence of the several persons. following ; that is to say, William Kcramis, Charles 
Vernon, Charles Ross, Frederick Bond Hughes, James Orr, Isaac Ebbctt John 
Crowdey, James Johnston, John Coe, William F. Winstin, Daniel Price John 
Anderson, John Jolly, John Stoker, Neal Flaherty, Manus Hughes, Henry Twiss 
William Thompson, John M‘Cann, Thomas Jennings, Murtagh O'Brien, William 
Lewis, Janies Ireland, Thomas Evans, John.Clarke, Patrick Dobbin, John Quaiil 
James Walker, Henry J. Rae, Thomas l\LK.ay, James Healy, John Doppino- and 
Thomas Prcnderville ; and the said Daniel O’Connell saith, that no other person 
or persons, save the persons last above named, w'as or were examined by or before 
the said last-mentioned jurors upon the matter of said alleged indictment; and 
that'none of the said witnesses above named, at the time of or previous to his or 
their being respectively so examined by the said last-mentioned jurors, was or 
were in the said court of our said Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, as 
required by the provisions of a Statute passed in the Session of Parliament holden 
in the 56th year of tlie reign of his late Majesty King George the Third, inti- 
tuled, ‘•'An Act to regulate the Proceedings of Grand Juries in Ireland upon 
Bills of Indictment,” sworn, noi-, according to the Statutes in such case made aud 
provided, or any of them, by affirmation or declaration lawfully bound to give 
true evidence before the said last-mentioned jurors, to wit, at Dublin aforesaid, in 
the county of the city aforesaid; and therefore in that there is manifest error, ami 
this he, the said Daniel O’Comioll, is ready to verity ; wherefore he prays that 
the judgment aforesaid may be reversed, annulled, and altogether held for nothing, 
and that he may be restored to all things which he hath lost by occasion of the 
judgment aforesaid, and so forth. 



William Ford, 

Attorney for the said Daniel O'Counell. 



Cohnan 0'Z.oghlen, 



Received in court this 4th June 1844. 

W. B. 



Assignment of Errors of John O'Connell 



Ihe Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Charles Oavan Duffy, John Gray and Richard Barrett. 

Afteew''ARDs, to wit, on the 4th day of June, in this same term, before oitr Sove- 
reign Lady the Queen, at Dublin, in the county of the city aforesaid, comes the 
Said John O Connell into court here, in his proper person, under the custody of 
the keeper of Her Majesty s prison, called the Richmond General Penitentiary, on 
the South Circular Road, by virtue of a writ of habeas corpus duly issued in that 
behalf, and immediately says, that in the record and proceedings aforesaid, and 
also in giving the judgment aforesaid, there is manifest error in this, to wit, that 
the said alleged indictment heretofore, to wit, on the 2d day of November in the 
year of our Lord 1843, to vi’it, at the said court of our said Lady the Queen, 
before the Queen herself, at Dublin, in the county of the city of Dublin, was found 
and returned a true hill by the said jurors, for our said Lady the Quecu, upon the 
evidence of divers witnesses for the Crown, then and there produced before aud 
then and there examined by the said last-mentioned jurors as witnesses in support 
of the charges in the said alleged indictment, to wit, upon the evidence of the 
^veral persons following ; that is to say, William Kemmis, Charles Vemod, 
Charles Ross, Frederick Bond Hughes, James Orr, Isaac Ebbett, John Crowley, 
James Johnston, John Coe, William F. Winston, Daniel Price, John Anderson, 
John Jolly, John Stoker, Neal Flaherty, Manus Hughes, Henry Twiss, William 
Thompson, John I\I'Capn, Thomas Jenning.s, Murtagh O’Brien, William Lewis, 

■ ' James 
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James Ireland, Thomas Evans, John Clarke, Patrick Dobbin, Jolm Quaile, James 
Walker, Henry J. Rac, Thomas MTCay, James Healy, John Doppintr and Thomas 
Prenderville ; and the said John O'Connell saith, that no other person or persons, 
save the persons last above named, was or were examined by or before the said 
last-mentioned jurors upon the matter of said alleged indictment, and that none 
of the said witnesses above named, at the time of or previous to liis or their beino- 
respectively so examined by the said last-mentioned jurors, was or were in the said 
court of our said Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, as required by the provi- 
sions of a Statute passed in the Session of Parliament holden in the f56tb year of the 
reign of his lateMaje-sty King George the Third, intituled, “An Act to regulate the 
Proceedingsof Grand Juries in Irelaudupon Bills of Indictment,” sworn, nor, accord- 
ing to the Statutes in such case made and provided, or any of them, by affirmation or 
declaration, lawfullybomultogivctrucevidencebefore tbe said last-mentioned jurors, 
to wit, at Dublin aforesaid, in the comity of the city aforesaid, and therefore in 
that there is manifest error ; and this the said John O’Connell is ready to verifv ; 
wherefore he prays that the judgment aforesaid may be reversed, annulled, and 
altogether held lor nothing, and that he may be restored to all things which he 
hath lost by occasion of the judgiiieiiL aforesaid, and so forth. 

J. S. Clofic. 



Peirce Maliony, 

Attorney for the said John O'Connell. 



Received in court this 4lh June 1844, 



Assignment of Errors of Thomas Steele. 



The Queen against Daniel O’Gounell, Jolm O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas 
Mathew Ray, Cliarlcs Gavan Dufiy, Thomas Steele and Richard Barrett. 

And now, on this day, to wit, on the 4th day of June, in the same term, before 
our Sovereign Lady the Queen, at Dublin, in the county of the city of Dublin 
aforesaid, comes the said Thomas Stede into court here, in his proper person, under 
the custody of the keeper of Her Majesty’s prison, called the Richmond General 
Penitentiary, on the South Circular Road, by virtueof a writ of habeas corpus duly 
issued in that behalf, and immediately says, that in the record and proceeding.s 
aforesaid, and also in giving the judgment aforesaid, there is manifest error in this, 
to wit, that the said alleged indictment was not found and returned a true hill by 
the jurors aforesaid, for our said Lady the Queen (being the grand jury of the 
county of the city of Dublin aforesaid), in manner and form as is required by the 
provision.s of the Statute passed in the Session of Parliament holden in the 1st & 2d 
yeans of the reign of Her present Majesty Queen Victoria, intituled, “An Act 
to^ empower the Foreman or any other Member of Grand J uries in Ireland to ad- 
minister Oaths to Witnesses on Bills of Indictment,” inasmuch as that, in stating, 
pursuant to said recited Statute on the back of said alleged bill of indictment, the 
names of the witnesses who had been sworn, or by affirmation or declaration law- 
fully bound to give true evidence before them by the jurors aforesaid, to wit, the 
names following; that is to say, William Kemmis, Charles Vernon, Charles Ross, 
Frederick Bond Huglies, James Orr, Isaac Ebhett, John Crowley, James Johnstou, 
John Coe, William F. Winston, Daniel Price, John Anderson, John Jolly, John 
Stoker, Neal Flaherty, Manus Hughes, Henry Twiss, William Thompson, John 
M‘(Jann, Thomas Jennings, Murtagh O’Brien, William Lewis, James Ireland, 
Thomas Evans, John Clarke, Patrick Dobbin, John Quaile, James Walker, Henry 
J. Rae, Thomas M‘Kay, James Mealy, John Dopping and Thomas Prenderville, 
neither the foreman nor any other member of the said grand jury did authenticate 
by Jiis signature or initials, as is required by said recited Statute, that the said 
witnesses or any of them had been sworn or had made such affirmation or declara- 
tion as aforesaid ; nor did the said foreman nor any other member of the said 
grand jury authenticate in manner aforesaid that no other witness or witnesses, 
save the said hereinbefore mentioned witnesses, w’ere so sworn or affirmed or exa- 
mined by and before them pursuant to the provisions of the said recited Statute, 
and therefore in this there is manifest error; and this the said Thomas Steele is 
ready to verify, to wit, at Dublin, in the county of the city of Dublin aforesaid ; 

395- ' 5 4 wherefore 
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wlierefore he prays that the judgment aforesaid may be reversed, amndled and 
altogether held for nothing and made void, and that lie may be restored iV all 
things which he hath lost by occasion of the judgment aforesaid'^ and so forth. 



John M‘N. Cantwell, 
Attorney for said Thomas Steele. 



Colmau M. O'Loghlcn. 



Received in court this 4th day of June 1844. 



IK B. 



Assignmekt of Errors of T. M. Ray. 

In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Comiell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Richard 
Barrett, Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray and Charle Gavan Duffy 

And now, that is to say, on Tuesday the 4th day of June, in this same term 
before our Lady the Queen, at Dublin, comes the said Thomas Mathew Rail into 
fte said^ court here, in his proper person, under the custody of the keefmr of 
Her Majesty’s prison, called the Richmond General Penitentiary, on the South 
Circular Road, by virtue of a writ of habeas corpus duly issued in that behalf 
and immediately says, that in the record and proceedings aforesaid, and also in 
giving the judgment aforesaid, there is manifest error in this, to wit, thatthe said 
Mleged indictment was not returned a true bill by the said jurors for our Lady the 
Queeu, as, according to the provisions and effect of an Act passed in theSe.ssion of 
Parliament held in the 56tli year of the reign of his late M ajesty King George the 

Proceedings of Grand Juries in Ireland 
upon Bills of Indictment,” is required, because he says that the said alleged in- 
dretment was, to wit, on the 2d day of November in the year of our Lord 
lH4d, to wit, at the parish aforesaid, in the county of the city afore.said, found by 
the said jurors for our Lady the Queen, upon the evidence of divers persons, 
witnesses for the Crown, then and there examined by and before the said last- 
mentioned jurors, to wit, the several witnesses following ; that is to say, William 
Kemmis Charles Vernon, Charles Ross, Frederick Bond Hughes, James Orr, 
Isaac Ebbitt, John Crowley, James Johnston, John Coe, William F. Winslow, 
Danml Price, John Anderson, John Jolly, John Stoker, Neal Flaherty, Manus 
Hughes Henry Twis^^^ M’Cann, Thomas Jennings, 

Murtagh 0 Brieri, William Lewis, James Ireland, Thomas Evans, John Clarke, 
Patrick Dobbin John, Quaile, James Walker, Henry J. Rae, Thomas M’Kav, 
James Healy, John Doppmg and Thomas Prenderville, to wit, at the parish 
aforesaid, m the county of the city aforesaid, and of no other witness or 
witnesses whatsoever; and that the said several witnesses above named, so ex- 
amined as aforesaid, were not, nor was any one or more of them, as by the pro- 
visions of the said last. mentioned Act is required, before his or their being respec- 
tively so examined as aforesaid and before the .said alleged indictment was so 
found as aforesaid, and returned by the said last-mentioned jurors, sworn in the 
said court here , nor did the said witnesses, or any one or more of tliein, as by 
the provisions of the said last-mentioned Act is required, before his or their being 
respectively so exammed as aforesaid, and before the said alleged indictment was so 
found as aforesaid, make in the said court here any affirmation or declaration, nor 
take m the said court here any oath, according to the form and effect of an Act 
passed m the Session of Parliament held in the 9th year of the reign of his late 
Majesty King Geoip the Fourth, intituled. “ An Act for amending the Law of 
Evidence m certain Cases ; orof one other Act passed in the Session of Parliament 
tbi ‘I"" “f *'>s late Majesty King William 

*’ • n ’ An Act to allow Quakers and Moravians to make Affirroa- 

Uonm all cas^ where an Oath is or shall be required or of one of her Act passed 
m the sard last-mentioned Session, intituled, “An Act to allow the People called 
^patahste to make a solemn Affirmation and Declaration instead of an Oath or 
™ Parliament held in the 1st & 2d 

yeats of the reign at Her present Majesty Queen Victoria, intituled, “ An Act for 

permitting 
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permitting Affirmation to be made instead of an Oath, in certain cases or of 
one other Act passed in the last-mentioned Session, intituled, “An Act to remove 
Doubts as to the Validity of certain Oaths or of any one or more of the said 
several Acts; and therefore in that there is manifest error; and this the said 
Thomas Mathew Ray is ready to verify, to wit, at the parish aforesaid, in the 
county of the city aforesaid ; wherefore he prays that the judgment aforesaid, for 
the error aforesaid, may be reversed, annulled, and altogether had for nothing, and 
made void ; and that he may be restored to the free law of the land, and all that 
he has lost by the occasion of the said judgment. 

J. S. Cki's. 

J. M. Cantwell, Attorney. 

Received 6tli June 1844. 



Assignment of Errors of Jo/m Gray. 



The Queen Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, Thomas Steele, Thomas 

Mathew Ray, Charles Gavan Duffy, John Gray and Richard Barrett. 

Afterwaeds, to wit, on the 4th day of June, in this same term, before our 
Sovereign Lady the Queen, at Dublin, in the county of the city aforesaid, comes 
the said John Gray into court here in his proper person, under the custody of the 
keeper of Her Majesty’s prison, called the Richmond General Penitentiary, on the 
South Circular-road, by virtue of a writ of habeas corpus, duly issued in that 
behalf, and immediately says, that in the record and proceedings aforesaid, and 
also in giving the judgment aforesaid, there is manifest error in this, to 
wit, that the said alleged indictment heretofore, to wit, on the 2d day of 
November, in the year of our Lord 1843, to wit, at the said court of our 
said Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, at Dublin, in the county of 
the city of Dublin, was found and returned a true bill by the jurors for our said 
Lady the Queen, upon the evidence of divers witnesses for the Crown, then and 
there produced before, and then and there examined by, the said last-mentioned 
jurors, as witnesses in support of the charges in the said alleged indictment, to 
wit, upon tbe evidence of the several persons following ; that is to say, William 
Kemmis, Charles Vernon, Charles Ross, Frederick Bond Hughes, James Orr, 
Isaac Ebbett, John Crowley, James Johnston, John Coe, William F, Winston, 
Daniel Price, John Anderson, John Jolly, John Stoker, Neal Flaherty, Manus 
Hughes, Henry Twiss, William Thompson, John M'Cann, Thomas Jennings, 
Murtagli O’Brien, William Lewis, James Ireland, Thomas Evans, John Clarke, 
Patrick Dobbin, John Qiiaile, James Walker, Henry J. Rae, Thomas M^Kay, 
James Heaiyi John Dopping, Thomas Prenderville ; and the said John Gray saith, 
that no other person or persons, save the persons last above named, was or were 
examined by or before the said last-mentioned jurors upon the matter of said alleged 
indictment ; and that none of the said witnesses above named, at the time of or 
previous to his or their being respectively so examined by the said last-mentioned 
jurors, was or were in the said court of our said Lady the Queen, before the 
Queen herself, as required by the provisions of a Statute passed in tbe Session of 
Parliament holden in the 56th year of the reign of his late Majesty King George the 
Third, intituled, “ An Act to reirulate the Proceedings of Grand Juries in Ireland 
upon Bills of Indictment,” sworn, nor according to the Statutes in such case made 
and provided, or any of them by affirmation or declaration lawfully bound to give 
true evidence before the said last-mentioned jurors, to wit, at Dublin aforesaid, in 
the county of the city aforesaid ; and therefore, in that there is manifest error, and 
this be, the said John Gray, is ready to verify ; wherefore he prays that the judg- 
ment aforesaid may be reversed and altogether held for nothing, and that he may 
he restored to all things which he hath lost by occasion of the judgment aforesaid, 
and so forth. 

J. S. Close. 

John McNamara Cantwell, Attorney for 
the said John Gray. 

Received in court this 4th June 1844. 

- ^ II _ — .. . • " 

^”3^. T Assignment 
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Assignment oI Errors ot Richard Barrett. 



The Queen Banicl O’Conuell, John 0'Coniic]l, Tliomas Steele '11, 

Matherv Kay, Charles Gavan Duffy, John Gray and Richard Barrett ^ 

AETERirAiiDs, to wit, Oil the 4th day of June, in this same term before 
Sovereign Lady the Queen, at Dublin, in the comity of the city aforesahl 00 ^'' 
the said Richard Barrett into court here in his proper person 
of the keeper of Her Majesty’s prison, called the Richmond General Pe^„V“f “‘^ 
on the South Circular-road, by virtue of a writ of habeas cortms d,J •* '“ 1 “''^’ 
that behalf, and immediately says, that in the record and prMeedfnif afoef •? 

S'at th° ‘!"i Fjdgment aforesaid, there is manifest error in^thil to wh’ 

that the said alleged indictment heretofore, to wit, on the 2d day of Novemh *’ 
in the year of our Lord 1843, to wit, at the said court of our said Ladv tl ° n 
before the Queen herself, at Dublin, in the county of the city of Dublin”^ 
found and returned a true bill by the said jurors for our saidlady the 
upon the evidence of divers witnesses for tlie Crown then and there nrSuced 
before, and then and there exaimnecl by, the said last-mentioned jurors as witness, 
n support of the charges in the said alleged indictment, to wit, upon’the evidence 
of the s^era persons following; that is to say, William Kmmmis Pb I 
Vernon, Charles Ross, Frederick Bond Hughes, James Orr W Ebbed JNm 
Crowley. James Johnston, John Coe. WilliSm F. Winston DanLl Price’ ^ ^ 
Anderson John Jolly, John Stoker, Neal Flaherty, Manus Hofhes Hemv Twp" 

or persons, save the persons last above named, was or wer^xlined hi mfr" 

:s“ 5: 

the citv aforesaid; and therefore in fUt Dublin aforesaid, m the county of 

said Richard Barrett irreadv to error ; and this the 

aforesaid may be reversed, annulled Ind altoviAir^eld fo?* 
may be restored to all things which he hath W K “ “ i and that he 

aforesaid, and so forth. ^ occasion of tlie judgment 



John M’Namara Cantwell, Attorney for 
the said Richard Barrett. 



X S. Close, 



Received in court this 4th day of June 1844. 



Assignment of Errors of C. G. Duffy. 

trewTfchif ' r O’"'™-’'’ Tim-- Steele, Thomas 
Mathew Kay, Charles Gayan Duffy, J„bn Gray and Richard Barrett. 

SovereignLdy*fQii’e™af Dublin Tn°th'^™‘’’ 1“ term, before our 

the said Charles Gamn DuWa ' i ’ county of the city aforesaid, comes 

custody of the keeper of l£r m! P™P®'' Pc^on, under the 

Penitentiarv on the Snntl P’ . P^'son, called the Richmond General 

July issueZin thatbetl >> ™‘ of habeas carfos 

ings aforesaid anJ afZ £ „ Z 1" ‘l>o teoord and proceed- 

in this, to wit' that the said^in"°® Z ° j udgment aforesaid, there is manifest error 
own, that the said alleged indictment heretofore, to wit, on the 2d day 

of 
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of Noyember, in th, year of our Lord 1843, to wit, at the said court of our said 
Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself at Dublin, in the county of the city of 
Dublin, was found and returned a true bill by the said jurors for our said Lady 
the Queen upon the evidence of divers witnesses for the Crown then and there 
produced before, and then and there examined by, the said last-mentioned iurors 
as witnesses m su pport of the charges in the said alleged indictment, to wit upon 
the evidence of the several persons following, that is to say. William Kemmis, 
Charles Vernon, Charles Ross, Jredenck Bond Hughes, James Orr, Isaac Ebbett. 
John Crowley, James Johnston, John Coe, William F. Winston, Daniel Price 
John Anderson, John Jolly, John Stoker, Neal Flaherty, Manus Himlies Henry 
Twiss, William Thompson, John M'Cann, Thomas .lemiing,s, Murtabh O'Brien 
William Lems, James Ireland, Thomas Evans, John Clarke, Patrick Dobbin John 
Quaile, .lames Walker Henry J. Eae, Thomas M‘Kay, James Healy, John 
Dopping, Thomas Prenderville ; and the said Charles Gavan Duffy saitli that no 
other person or persons, save the persons last above named, was or were examined 
by or before the said last-mentioned jurors, upon the matter of said alleged indict- 
ment ; and that none of the said witnesses above named, at the time of or previous 
to his or their being- respectively so examined by the said last-mentioned jurors 
was or were m the said court of our said Lady the Queen, before the Queen 
herself, as required by the provisions of a Statute passed in the Session of 
Parhainent holden in the 56th year of the reign of his late Majesty Kiinr George 
the Third, intituled, ‘‘An Act to regulate the Proceedings of Grand Juries in 
Ireland upon Bills of Indictment,” sworn, nor according to the Statutes in such 
case made and provided, or any of them, by affirmation or declaration, lawfully 
bound to give true evidence before the said last-mentioned jurors, to wit at 
Dublin, m the county of the city aforesaid ; and therefore in that there is manifest 
error 3 and this the said Charles Gavan Duffy is ready to verify ; wherefore he 
prays that the judgment aforesaid may be reversed, annulled and altogether held 
tor nothing ; and that he maybe restored to all things which he hath lost bv 
occasion of the judgment aforesaid, and so forth. 

Peter M‘Evoy Gartlan, 

Attorney for the said Charles Gavan Duffy. 

Received in court this 4th June 1844. 

/V. B. 



Joinder in Error of Attorney-general to Assignment of Errors of 
Daniel O'Cowiell. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O'Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Richard 
Barrett, Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray and Charles Gavan Duffy. 

; the said Attorney-general for our Sovereign lady the Queen, 

T o^our said Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, who for our 
^iai.ady the Queen in this behalf prosecuteth, comes, and, having heard the 
matters aforesaid above assigned for error in manner and form aforesaid, says, 
cnat in the record and proceedings aforesaid, and also in giving the ludcrment 
a oresaid against the said Daniel 0 Connell, thereiis not any error ; therefore the 
prays, that the said Court of our said Lady tie Queen may 
p oceed to examine as well the record and proceedings aforesaid, and the judg- 
err*^ aforesaid given, as the matters aforesaid above assigned for 

^ judgment aforesaid, in form aforesaid given, may in all things 



W. Kemmis, Crown Solicitor, 

Received 7tb June 1844. 



395' pj 
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Joinder in Error of Attorney -general to Assignment of Errors of 
John O' Conndi. 



In tlie Queen's Bench, Crown Side. 



The Queen against Daniel CConnell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Richard 
Barrett, Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray and Charles Gavan Duffy. 

And hereupon the said Attorney-general of our Sovereign Lady the Queen 
in the Court of our said Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, who for our 
said Lady the Queen in this behalf prosecuteth, comes, and, having heard the 
matters aforesaid above assigned for error in manner and form aforesaid, says, 
that in the record and proceedings aforesaid, and also in giving the judgment afore- 
said against the said John O’Connell, there is not any error; therefore the said 
Attoruey.general prays, that the said court of our said Lady the Queen may pro- 
ceed to examine as well the record and proceedings aforesaid, and the judgment 
aforesaid, in form aforesaid given, as the matters aforesaid above assigned for error 
and that the judgment aforesaid, in form aforesaid given, may in all thino-s be 
affirmed. ® 



W. Keramis, Crown Solicitor. 



T. B. C. Smith. 



Received 7th June 1844. 



Joinder in Error of Attorney-general to Assignment of Errors of 
John Gray. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Richard 
Barrett, Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray and Charles Gavan Duffy. 

And hereupon the said Attorney-general for our Sovereign Lady the Queen, 
in the Court of our said Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, who for our 
said Lady the Queen in this behalf prosecuteth, comes, and, having heard the 
matters aforesaid above assigned for error in manner and form aforesaid, says, that 
in the record and proceedings aforesaid, and also in giving the judgment aforesaid 
against the said John Gray% there is not any error; therefore the said Attorney- 
general prays, that the said Court of our said Lady the Queen may proceed to 
examine as well the record and proceedings aforesaid, and the' judgment aforesaid, 
in form aforesaid given, as the matters aforesaid, above assigned for error, and 
that the judgment aforesaid, in form aforesaid given, may in all thino^ be 
affirmed. & > ^ o 



William Kemtnis, Crown Solicitor. 



T. B. C. Smith, 



Received 7th June 1844. 



JoiNiJEE m Error of Attorney-general to Assignment of Errors of 
Richard Barrett. 



In the QJueen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Q.MK-A against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Richard 
Rarrett, Thomas hteele, Thomas Mathew Ray and Charles Gavan Duffy. 

Anh hereupon the said Attorney-general for oiir Sovereign Lady the Queen, in 
the Court of our said Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, who for our said 
Lady the Queen m this behalf prosecuteth, comes, and, having lieard the matters 
atoresaid above assigned for error m manner and form aforesaid, says, that in the 

™ the. judgment aforesaid against 

leneraf o™ ""y the said Attorney- 

ft ^ Court of oui' Said Lady the Queen may proceed to 

we erecord and proceedings aforesaid, and the judgment aforesaid, 
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in form aforesaid ^iven, as the matters aforesaid above assigned for error, and tliat 
the judgment aforesaid, in form aforesaid given, may in al’i things be affirmed. 

,, . T. jB. C, Smith. 

William Keramis, Crown Solicitor. 

Received 7th June 1844. 



Joinder in Error of Attorney-general to Assignment of Errors of 
Thomas Sleek. 



In the Queen’s Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gra 3 ^ Richard 
Barrett, Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray and Charles Gavan Duffy. 

And hereupon the said Attorney-general for our Sovereign Lady the Queen, in 
the Court of our said Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, who for our said 
Lady the Queen in this behalf prosecuteth, comes, and, having heard the matters 
aforesaid above assigned for error in manner and form aforesaid, says, that in the 
record and proceedings aforesaid, and also in giving the judgment aforesaid ao^inst 
the said Thomas Steele, there is not any error ; therefore the said Attorney-general 
prays, that the said Court of our said Lady the Queen may proceed to examine as 
well the record and proceedings aforesaid, and the judgment aforesaid, in form 
aforesaid given, as the matters aforesaid above assigned for error, and tiiat the 
judgment aforesaid, in form aforesaid given, may in all things be affirmed. 



Wm. Kemmis, Crown Solicitor, 



T. B. C. Smith. 



Received 7th June 1844. 



Joinder in Error of Attorney-general to Assignment of Errors of 
Thomas M. Ray. 



In the Queen's Bench, Crown Side. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O'Connell, John Gray, Richard 
Barrett, Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray and Charles Gavan Duffy. 

And hereupon the said Attorney-general for our Sovereign Lady the Queen, in 
the Court of our said Lady the Queen, before' the Queen herself, who for our said 
Lady the Queen in thi.s behalf prosecuteth, comes, and, having heard the matters 
aforesaid above assigned for error in manner and form aforesaid, says, that in the 
record and proceedings aforesaid, and also in giving the judgment aforesaid against 
the said Thomas Mathew Ray, there is not any error ; therefore the said 
Attorney-general prays, that the said Court of our said Lady the Queen may 
proceed to examine as well the record and proceedings aforesaid, and the judg- 
ment aforesaid, in, form aforesaid given, as the matters aforesaid above assigned 
for error, and that the judgment aforesaid, in form afore.said given, may in all 
things be affirmed. 

T. B. C. Smith. 

Wm. Kemmis, Crown Solicitor, 

Received 7th June 1844. 



Joinder in Error of Attorney-general to Assignment of Errors of 
Charles G. Duffy. 



In the Queen's Bench, Crown Side. 

l*he Queen against Daniel O'Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Richard 
Barrett, Thomas Steele, Thomas Mathew Ray and Charles Gavan Duffy. 

And hereupon, the said Attorney-general for our Sovereign Lady the Queen, 
m the Court of our said Lady the Queen, before the Queen herself, who for our 
395- u 2 said 
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said Lady the Queen in this behalf prosecuteth, comes, and, having heard the 
matters aforesaid above assigned for error, in manner and form aforesaid, says, that 
in the record and proceedings aforesaid, and also in giving the judgment atoresaid 
against the said Charles Gavan Duffy, there is not any error; therefore the said 
Attorney-general prays, that the said Court of our said Lady the Queen mav 
proceed to examine as well the record and proceedings aforesaid, and the 
judgment aforesaid, in form aforesaid given, as the matters aforesaid above 
assigned for error, and that the judgment aforesaid, in form aforesaid given, mav in 
all things be affirmed. ^ 

T, B. C. Smith. 

Wm. Kemmis, Crown Solicitor. 

Received 7th June 1844. 



The foregoing is the Return of the Clerk of the Crown of the Court of Queens 
Bench in Ireland, pursuant to the Order of The House of Commons, dated the 
21st day of May 1844. 

Walter Bowne, Clk. Crown. 



A COPY of the Judgment and the Commitment in the Case of The Queen 
against O’Connell and others. 



Queen’s Bench. 



Thursday, 30th day of May 1844. 

The Queen against Daniel O’Connell, John O’Connell, John Gray, Thomas 
Steele, Richard Barrett, Charles Gavan Duffy and Thomas Mathew Ray. 

The said several defendants appear in court, pursuant to their respective 
recognizances, and thereupon the defendant Daniel O'Connell is sentenced by the 
Court to be imprisoned for the term of 12 calendar months, and to pay a fine of 
2,000 /. to Her Majesty ; the said other defendants to be imprisoned for nine 
^lendar months, to pay each a fine of 50 1. to Her Majesty ; and the said Daniel 

0 Connell to give security to be of the peace and good behaviour towards all Her 
Majesty’s subjects for seven years, in the sum of 5,000 /. himself, and two sureties 
each m 2,o00 /. ; and the said other traversers to give like security, each iu 1,000/., 
and two sureties for each in 500 /., such security to be given before any of the 
justices of this honourable Court ; and are all hereby committed to the custody of 
the sheriff of the city of Dublin, to be imprisoned in the Richmond General Peni- 
tentiary, on the South Circular-road, until the expiration of said respective terms 

01 imprisonment, and until said fines be paid and security given before one of the 
Justices 01 this Court. 



By the Court. 

Wm. Kemmis, Attorney. 



Walter Bourne^ Clk. Crown. 
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